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Current Topics. 
The Trinity Cause Lists. 


THE BUSINESS before the Courts these sittings shows a con- 
siderable reduction on recent terms. The number of appeals 
does not vary much. It is 128 as against 126 last term, and 
137 a yearago. But the cases in the Chancery Division are down 
to 273. Last term they were 351 ; a yearago317. The winding 
up matters are 111 as against slightly higher previous figures. 
The chief fall is in the King’s Bench Division and the Divorce 
Division. A year ago the King’s Bench Division total was 7380 ; 
last term 563, and now 352. It was in October, 1921, that the 
whole body of judges started work a week early to try to reduce 
a list of nearly 2,000 cases. And the divorce list is down to 374 ; 
part probate, but the officials still decline to say how much. 
In 1919 it had reached 2,000. Is the post-war divorce wave 
over, or has all divorce gone to the provinces ? 


The New Rent Restriction Bill. 
WE PRINT elsewhere the text of the new Rent Restriction 
Bill. It has been issued too late for detailed comment this 


week, but the following are its most important features :— 
(1) The Act of 1920 is continued till 24th June, 1925: Clause 1. 
(2) Possession of the whole of a house by the owner puts it outside 
the Acts: Clause 2 (1). 
(3) Amendments as to recovery of possession ; in particular recovery 
is not to be permitted against a tenant for improper conduct of a 
sub-tenant, if the tenant has taken reasonable steps for the removal 
of the sub-tenant; and “alternative accommodation’’ must 


** reasonably ame to the residential and other needs of the tenant 
lause 3 (a), (5). 


and his family ” : 

(4) The county court may amend notices to increase rent: 
Clause 5. 

(5) Where rates are compounded, the landlord is to be treated 
as paying at the full rate: Clause 7. ’ ; 

(6) A mortgage may be called in if this is reasonable and is required 
for administration or trust purposes: Clause 8. 

(7) Excessive prices for furniture are to be treated as a fine or 
premium: Clause 9. 

(8) For the purpose of s. 12 (2), proviso (i), a house is not to be 
treated as let at a rent which includes payments in respect of attendance, 
or use of furniture “unless the amount of the rent which is tiny 
attributable to these matters forms a substantial portion of the whole 
rent”: Clause 10 (1). 

(9) The county court is to have power to determine: summarily 
questions as to standard rent: Clause 11. 


34 
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There are also provisions in Part II, granting a discretionary 
protection after 24th June, 1925, and for the purpose of assisting 
the court in the exercise of its discretion, reference committees 
are to be appointed to advise as to the rent, character and 
condition of dwelling-houses. Part II is to continue till 
24th June, 1930. 


The Visit of United States Lawyers. 

THREE DISTINGUISHED members of the United States Bar, 
Governor WuirmMaNn, ex-Judge GAYNOR, and Assistant-Attorney- 
General ELLs, are now in England as representatives of the 
* ’inforcement of Law” Committee which has been appointed by the 
American Bar Association to visit European countries and report 
on the steps taken to secure obedience to law and the restraint 
of crimes of violence in the Old World. In America, as in Europe, 
the reaction after the war has been marked by a great increase 
in crimes of violence and of spoliation— the natural, not to say 
the inevitable, result of a long war at the conclusion of which 
men who have been inured to scenes of violence and accustomed 
to the sufferings, indignities, and occasional brutalities of military 
discipline, have returned to their homes and find themselves, 
too often, unable to secure work or unfitted for skilled work 
owing to their long absence from its exercise. Happily such 
crimes are now diminishing in England, as the effect of the war 
wears off, and as self-discipline and moral principles, temporarily 
abrogated by the substitution of military discipline for free self- 
control over the minds of soldiers, begin to resume their sway 
under the influence of civilized life and personal freedom. 
America, however, has been less happy in this respect—a result 
possibly due to the evil example set by such organizations as the 
Kl. Klux Klan, which, under the guise of lofty moral motives, 
coumits terrible atrocities on those who offend its principles, 
apparently without any serious effort to repress it by the Federal 
Authorities. Moreover, the enforcement of prohibition by the 
majority on a numerous minority accustomed to the use of 
intoxicating liquors, and suffering a certain amount of physiological 
suffering and irritation until they become ultimately habituated 
to the privation, has added a new class of law-breaking persons 
who do not belong to the criminal order. We doubt whether 
Europe can give America much assistance in solving her peculiar 
difficulties, but we would suggest that a serious and resolute effort 
to suppress Lynch Law in all its hideous forms is a condition 
precedent to any real return to a condition of civilized security 
in America. So long as respectable citizens in the United States, 
including philanthropists and ministers of religion, acquiesce or 
encourage Klu Klux Klan because some of its victims are 
persons of immoral life, violence is bound to be repaid by violence. 
The rigid enforcement of just but humane laws is a condition 
precedent to the maintenance of law and order everywhere. 


Public Bills and Private Bill Procedure. 


THE INTERESTING attempt of certain Irish Deportees on 
Monday night to secure a hearing, through counsel instracted on 
their behalf, in opposition to the Indemnity Bill, was rejected by 
the Speaker as an attempt to import private bill procedure into 
the discussion of a public bill. Of course, when a bill deprives 
a named individual, or an ascertained class of persons, of property 
rights, the ancient and inveterate custom of Parliament, as set 
out in Erskine May, 8th edition, chapter on “ Petitions,” and 
expressed in the Standing Orders of the House of Commons, 
permits any person so aggrieved to petition the House against 
the measure, and to be allowed at the bar of the House, in person 
or by counsel, to state reasons against it. This procedure is now- 
adays only adopted in the case of private bills; in fact, any bill so 
depriving persons of property rights, as opposed to mere privilegia 
of status, must be dealt with as a private bill under the existing 
Standing Orders. Formerly, the same procedure was occasionally 
adopted in the case of public bills; for example, in 1834 the 
Slave-owners’ Association was heard at the bar of the House in 
opposition to Earl Grey’s Act abolishing slavery in the colonies, 
and some of its proposed safeguards or amendments were adopted. 





But an Act of Indemnity has never been the subject of any such 
procedure, no doubt because the right to damages of which it 
deprives persons who have been illegally detained or assaulted 
are not “ vested rights ” to liquidated amounts, but mere claims 
to unliquidated damages to be assessed by juries. Under 
30 Charles II, cap. 2, the Habeas Corpus Act, the case is slightly 
different, for here a vested statutory right to recover damages of at 
least £500 against the wrongdoer is conferred on a person carried 
overseas against his will ; this is a debt, not mere damages. But 
the difference in principle may be hardly great enough to justify 
the drawing of distinctions as regards procedure between 
Mr. BrripGeMan’s and any other Bill of Indemnity. 


The Indemnity Bill. 

WE suGGEsTED last week that the Indemnity Bill could not 
pass in its original form without seriously impairing the right 
to personal liberty which is now axiomatic in the Constitution. 
The amendments which have been made on the Committee stage 
of the Bill show that the suggestion was fully justified. The 
Bill, as it was introduced, made no provision for compensation 
to the persons unlawfully arrested and deported, and on the 
second reading the Government found that it was essential to 
remedy this omission, and Lord Rozert Cxcit on their behalf 
gave an undertaking that such provision should be made. 
Accordingly, on the Committee stage the Attorney-General 
moved that it should be an instruction to the Committee that 
they “have power to make provision for the assessment of 
compensation to persons deprived of a right of action for damages 
or of other legal proceedings by the Bill.” In pursuance of this 
instruction the Attorney-General moved a proviso to the operative 
clause of the Bill giving the right to any deportee to claim within 
three months “ compensation for any loss or damage he may 
have sustained in consequence of such deportation and 
internment,” the amount to be assessed by a statutory tribunal of 
three persons, one of high judicial rank. Another serious defect 
in the Bill was that it applied to all the numerous regulations 
made under the Restoration of Order in Ireland Act, although 
its real object was to protect only against illegalities committed 
in respect of Regulation 148, This also Lord Robert Ceci. 
found it necessary to correct by inserting words expressly 
restricting the Bill to that regulation. The question of costs 
of proceedings already incurred had also to be dealt with, and 
the Attorney-General accepted an amendment of Mr. Frank 
Gray’s to allow the costs of proceedings instituted before 
17th May last. Finally, in the discussion on the new proviso 
allowing compensation, the following addition was made to the 
words we have quoted above: “ or in respect of any act done 
for the purpose of carrying such order into effect, and the amount 
of such compensation shall be assessed on the principles on which 
damages would be assessed at common law in a common law 
action for trespass excluding any statutory minimum,” and the 
tribunal is both to assess and award the compensation. The 
words extending. the compensation to “any act done for the 
purpose of carrying any such order into effect ” were moved by 
Mr. Patrick Hastings and accepted by the Attorney-General ; 
the words as to the principles of compensation were moved by 
Mr. Morris, and as to awarding the compensation by Captain 
Benn. Under the Attorney-General’s original proviso the 
compensation could be assessed, but there was no provision for 
awarding it. We print on another page the operative clause 
of the Bill as it left the Committee. 


The Indemnity Bill and Retrospective Legislation. 
ALTHOUGH THE question of the Indemnity Bill has become a 
political question of a controversial kind and therefore is not in 
general suitable for treatment in these columns, it has aspects 
of a legal and historical nature which we may properly notice. 
As regards the illegality of the deportations the Home Secretary 
claimed that the opinions of the Attorney-General and Sir Jonn 
Simon and of three judges in the Divisional Court were in his 
favour, and that the legal odds in support of his action were five 
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to three. But this was to ignore the extreme doubtfulness of the 
legality of his action, which was obvious from the first to everyone 
who considered the matter; what the Attorney-General’s real 
opinion was we do not know, and, as we showed last week, we are 
debarred from knowing. As to Sir Joun Srmon, we believe his 
opinion only had reference to Brady’s Case. What is really 
material is the original doubt as to the deportations, a doubt 
which was justified by the weighty and impressive judgments 
in the Court of Appeal. Mr. BripceMan said he had the Habeas 


Corpus Act in mind, but it did not appear likely that an applica- | 


tion would be made under it. As a matter of fact, as soon as 
the deportations occurred, such an application was a matter of 
course. As regards the compensation to be given to the deportees, 
it must be remembered that each of them hgs under the Habeas 


Corpus Act, 1679, an actual right to damages which must not be | 


less than £500, and which is quite independent of his personal 


merits. This has been spoken of as a penalty which can be | 


properly remitted, but it is in fact a statutory minimum of 
damages, and as such is excluded in the present form of the Bill. 
This, it need hardly be pointed out, is a very questionable example of 


can be allowed were expounded in the judgment of the Exchequer 
Chamber, delivered by Ketty, ©.B., in Phillips v. Eyre, L.R. 
6 Q.B., p. 23, in a passage referred to by the Lord Chancellor 
recently in the debate in the House of Lords on the retrospective 
effect of the Rent Restriction (Notice of Increase) Bill. The 
same case is a mine of information on Acts of Indemnity. But it 
is one thing to protect an official who in good faith has committed 
illegal acts, and quite another to take away the pecuniary 
compensation which a fundamental statute of the Constitution 
awards to the person injured. Possibly the proposed statutory 
tribunal will award such sums as will make the question of the 
statutory minimum unimportant. But this aspect of the Bill 
deserves to be reconsidered before it is passed. The debates in 
the House of Lords will afford, perhaps, a more fitting occasion 
for considering the real principles of-the Bill than the hurried 
and, it would seem, confused discussion in the House of Commons. 


Appeals in Magisterial Separation Cases. 

PRACTITIONERS IN the Divorce Court have long recognised 
that one of the grave defects of the Married Women (Summary 
Jurisdiction) Act, 1895, is the absence in that statute of the 


usual appeal from Petty Sessions to Quarter Sessions against | 
& summary order by magistrates of a penal nature, which exists | 


in the case of bastardy proceedings and of criminal offences. 
A further defect is the absence of any appeal at all on the facts, 
although an appeal on a point of law lies in certain cases to a 
Divisional Court of the Probate, Divorce and Admiralty Division. 
The grave effect of this denial of any effective right of appeal 
is shown by Thomas v. Thomas, Times, 30th May. A married 
woman, during the course of a violent quarrel between her 
husband and herself, was ordered by him to leave the house ; 
next day he repented and invited her with all humility to 
return. She refused to do so, and in due course took proceedings 
before magistrates for desertion; the magistrates held that on 
these facts (including the existence of previous domestic differ- 
ences) she could not be expected to return, so that the husband 
was guilty of technical legal desertion, since, by his conduct, 
he had compelled her to live apart from him. They therefore 
made a separation order against him, with the usual ancillary 
provisions, including the transfer to the wife of the custody of the 
children. The husband appealed to the Divisional Court, 
which held that the magistrates were the sole judges of fact, so 
that it could not go behind their decision that in fact there had 
been desertion. Of course, under the Matrimonial Causes 
Act, 1857, a spouse is not guilty of desertion if he or she returns 
within two years, and husbands frequently find themselves 
compelled to take back and support a wife who has abandoned 
them without cause for nearly the full period of two years. 
But the Married Women (Summary Jurisdiction) Act of 1895, 
which confers on wives but not on husbands a summary remedy 


| for, inter alia, desertion by the husband, has no similar time-limit ; 


so that apparently, if a husband in a temper leaves his wife 
for only a single day, a petty sessional court can find “‘ desertion ” 
and make a separation order, although the President, in his 
judgment, suggested that the court might in such a case 
endeavour to find some ground for refusing to uphold the order. 
Obviously there ought to be a right of appeal on the facts, avail- 
able to a husband against whom this highly penal procedure 
has been applied, and there seems no reason why the usual 
appeal to Quarter Sessions, available in other summary pro- 
ceedings, the consequences of which are much less serious, should 
be denied to the husband-defendant in such cases as this. — 

the facts of the particular case on which we are commenting, 
of course, such an appeal might have resulted in favour of the 


-wife ; it is not the merits but the principle of the decision which 


we are criticizing. 


Certification of Insanity. 
Tue Court of Appeal delivered interesting judgments in 


| Bottley v. Parker, Times, 25th April, on the troublesome question 
: = tetr “eer : mpc Or | as to the precise degree of privilege which can be claimed by a 
retrospective legislation. The principles on which such legislation | 


medical practitioner who certifies a person to be insane for the 
purpose of detention under the Lunacy Act, 1890, There are 
two eases in which this happens. The first occurs where the 
nearest available relative of the suspected lunatic, in pursuance 
of his or her common law right preserved by the statute, signs 
a reception order to which the certificate is attached, and which 
justifies the keeper of an asylum receiving and detaining the 
lunatic. The second happens where the parochial relieving officer, 


| in pursuance of his statutory duty to that effect, signs a similar 


order on the same medical evidence in the case of a lunatic who 


| ho is “ dangerous.” In each 
| has no means of subsistence, or who is “dangerous.” In e 
case the certificate of a single medical officer is sufficient ; so 


that a very grave responsibility naturally rests upon medical 


| practitioners. It is well settled that such a certificate is privileged, 


and that no action for libel or false imprisonment will lie in 


| respect of it, and of the consequent detention of a person who turns 
| out to be sane, even if the doctor is negligent or incompetent, 
| provided he has acted with bone fides and without malice or any 


improper motive in giving the certificate. No doubt, gross 


| negligence would be some evidence from which a jury might 
| infer malice rebutting the privilege. 


Certification as a Privileged Occasion. 
In Boitley v.Parker, supra,a married woman had been temporarily 
detained for observation in an infirmary as a suspected lunatic at 


| the instance of her husband, who deemed her conduct eccentric, 
| and on the medical certificate of the defendant, a private practi- 


tioner. On being discharged from observation, being in fact sane, 
the woman sued the doctor for libel contained in his certificate, 
and the defence was “ privileged occasion.” The trial judge 
asked the jury provisionally to assess damages—which they did 
at £300—and to answer two questions, namely: (1) Did the 


| defendant honestly believe in the statements he made and the 
| view he expressed ? and (2) Did he act from any indirect or 
| improper motive ? The jury answered the second question in 


the negative, thereby acquitting the defendant of any express 
malice. But they gave a curious answer to the first question : 


| “No, in that he did not take sufficient precautions to verify the 


facts before making the statements referred to.” This awkward 
reply, finding insufficient care and inferring from this a lack of 
honest belief, is obviously troublesome ; but the judge found 


| that it merely alleged some lack of care, not such negligence as 


might be malice, and entered judgment for the defendant. On 
an application for a new trial, the Court of Appeal supported the 
judgment on the ground that the two answers must be read 
together, and meant that the jury thought the defendant had 
acted recklessly, but not maliciously. That, of course, is a 


| possible interpretation of the jury’s answer, but it does not seem 


the only possible one, and, in the circumstances, there is much to be 
said for the plaintiff's claim that a new trial should have been held, 


' to ascertain the true view of a jury who appreciated the issue. 
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The Birth of a New Equity. 


II.—The Source of Regeneration. 


On the question of giving the Court of Appeal final jurisdiction, 
the Judicature Commission of 1869 expressed a qualified opinion. 
As Lord Carrns said in the debate on the Judicature Bill, it was 
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that the 1873 Act was not left untouched. For in that case we 


| should be parting with a tribunal that administered law in the 


| 


last resort, and we should be taking in exchange that tribunal 
which is the source and dispenser of equity and whose judgments 
would be inspired by equity. In the administration of justice, we 


| should then have “ parliamentary advice expounding the law ” 


quite true that they had no question referred to them on the | 
| varieties of emergencies and cases that could not have been 


Commission with regard to the appellate jurisdiction of the House 
of Lords; but the Report recommended the building up of 
improvements in the present courts of the Supreme Court, with 
the object of making the primary and the intermediate courts as 
@trong as they possibly could, and, when the Appeal Court had 
gained possession of public confidence, it would be considered 
whether its decisions should not be rendered final in all cases, 
Lord Se.Borne’s Bill did not follow these recommendations 
altogether. The immediate supersession of the House of Lords 


| the law,” and for perfecting the law as defects in it arise. 


as well as Acts of Parliament “authoritatively declaring the law”’; 
and this would serve to meet what HALsz refers to as all those 


foreseen or imagined in the making of the laws, and yet are the 
source of so much trouble and vexation to suitors in the course 
of their appearance. We want machinery for what Lord 
BIRKENHEAD called the “ effective prosecution of amendments of 
The 


| rigours of the law have taken new form, and severity now obtains 


as the final Court of Appeal was part, and an essential part, of | 


his measure, and it was not proposed to wait for public approval 
of the working of the Court of Appeal before the House of Lords 
was so deprived. On the other hand, it was intended to 
strengthen it and give it final jurisdiction at once. 

There is a difficulty in construing Lord SELBoRNE’s intentions 
in some respects, for they seem to touch only what may be regarded 
as the developments of the Judicature, and do not reach the 
concealed foundations that lie in the constitution. On a right 
understanding of the constitution, the supersession of the House 
of Lords as the final Court of Appeal did not in itself suffice to 
make the Court of Appeal a final court. Certainly, Lord 
SELBORNE, in the 1873 Act as passed (s. 20), contrived that no 


Court of Appeal to the House of Lords, and subsequently, in the 


course of the debate on the Appellate Jurisdiction Bill, he made | 


it clear that his intention as expressed in the Judicature Act 
had been that finality would belong to all the decisions of the 
single Court of Appeal. 
as the intention of his lordship that the Court of Appeal should 
supersede, not only the House of Lords, but the King in his High 
Court of Parliament, which represents a paramount jurisdiction 
still in existence, if no longer exercised ? 

Sir Marrnew Hate has dealt very thoroughly with the 
definition of these bodies, and he is a sure and safe guide towards 
our enlightenment. He says that the King and both Houses of 
Parliament represent the final Court of Appeal. 
Supreme Court of Parliament, the King, Lords and Commons 
together constituting a Sovereign Court. The Lords, he says, 
represent a “ constituent part ” of the Supreme Court, but they 
are not that Supreme Court itself. And the reason is obvious, 
for, as HALE says, if the Lords, by consent, represent the final 
Court of Appeal, then the legislative power virtually rests with 
the Lords through the right of interpretation of the law thus 
vested in them, and they can decide constitutional and class 
questions irrespective of the Commons. It is inconsistent, he 


says, with the very frame of Government that the power of | 


making laws should be in the King, Lords and Commons, and that 
judgment should be in one of the Houses only. The decisive 
power must be where the legislative power is, otherwise the 
legislative power is rendered vain. 


But is it to be understood from this | 


They are the | 





| diction in equity and has driven a wedge into its vitals. 


in the province of interpretation, and against this there is at 
present no redress. 

It is clear that such a jurisdiction as that of the Sovereign in 
His High Court of Parliament could never be exercised by 
Parliament while the House of Lords retained its present station 


| as the ultimate Court of Appeal. With its capture of the Lords, 


the jurisdiction in law has secured a stranglehold on the juris- 
For, 
as HaLxE observes, an appeal to Parliament must necessarily be 


| to the whole Parliament, and so long as the present jurisdiction 
| of the Lords is maintained, an appeal to Parliament must 


necessarily be fruitless, for the Lords, who are part of the 


| Parliament and must have a voice in that appeal, are already 
| “ prejudicated by their own judgment and anticipated by it.” 
Ww Id in fact h he H f Lords delivering j , 

appeal should, after the passing of the Act, be brought from the | WO SAREE: 5 Sane ey ie eee ee er eens genes 


according to the letter in their judicial capacity, and afterwards 
according to the spirit in their Parliamentary capacity, and this 
on one and the same issue. 

It is equally clear, too, that an equitable jurisdiction cannot 
be conferred on the House of Lords solely. Liberty to construe 
Acts of Parliament with a view to the removal of ambiguities, 
and the attainment of more precise expression of intention, 
though without variation of that intention, could only be 
reposed in those who had passed the Acts; and consequently 
any tribunal of Parliament, constituted for the purpose of 
giving effect to the intention of Parliament and sitting as an 
extraordinary court, would require to be a body drawn from 
both Houses and to speak auctoritate Parliamenti. Those who were 
deputed in former days to exercise this equitable jurisdiction of 
Parliament were known as “triers,” and it is significant that 
Lord Penzance, during the discussions that led up to the partial 


| repeal of the 1873 Judicature Act and the restoration of the 


jurisdiction of the House of Lords, threatened a resolution reviving 
this ancient office. Formerly, the Lords had sought to exclude 
the Commons from the exercise of it, and the Commons had 
viewed with jealousy the Lords’ monopoly. Lord PENzaNcE 
would have given the Lords exclusive jurisdiction again, but it is 


| unlikely that the Commons would have sanctioned it in these 
| days when they came to understand that it represented, not 


merely the Lords in the exercise of a legal jurisdiction, but the 


| ultmate jurisdiction of the King in his High Court of Parliament 
| with all the licence implicit therein. 


There is nothing in the Judicature Acts or in the Bills that | 
anticipated them that seeks to abolish the judicial functions of the | 


plenum parliamentum. What Lord SELBoRNE effected con- 


structively by the 1873 Act, until it was in part repealed by the | ; ‘ — 
| like manner as the dispensation of equity in the past became 


1875 Act, was to abolish the jurisdiction of the House of Lords 
regarded as a detached part of the full Parliament. 
construction of this statute this is as far as it goes, and so, had it 
remained unaltered, the finality of the decisions of the Court of 
Appeal would still have been subject to the constitutional juris- 
diction reposed in the King, Lords and Commons. lf, with the 
abolition of the House of Lords as a judicial body, the necessities 


On a strict | 


' 
| 


Furthermore, such a body would not exclude laymen from the 
exercise of its functions, for if laymen are competent to participate 
in the making of the laws, they are equally competent to say what 
their intention is in the laws they have made. No doubt, in 


gradually narrowed and bounded by falling into the shape of 
definite rules and maxims, the dispensation of equity now would 
become similarly ordered. It is not sought to introduce in this 
country the reign of natural justice under the appellation of 
equity. For natural justice is only the raw material of justice, 
and, in the employment of it, it may take the character of 


of the case brought about a revival of the active jurisdiction of | Christian ethics, or it may masquerade as sheer Bolshevism. We 
the Sovereign in His High Court of Parliament, it is to be regretted | accept the compromise of law for the ordering of the State and 
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the adjustment of our social relations, lest, in seeking natural 
justice according to the higher standard, we remove safeguards 
that prevent the entry of natural justice according to the lower. 
Therefore, the amelioration contemplated by the restoration of 
equity cannot be allowed to go far. In giving rise to a juris- 
diction beyond the law and in practically superseding the law, it 
must, to use Sir ALEXANDER CocKBURN’S words on this subject, 
secure justice being done on rational principles set free from 
useless technicalities, but it must do this on established principles, 
and on that account a Parliamentary tribunal so formed should 
now, as in past times, act in association with the Judges. It 
should be a judicial chamber tempered by contact with Parliament 
from which all legal jurisdictions emanate. 

Equity, however, is restored in vain in the administration of 
justice unless it remain the immediate jurisdiction of the Suprethe 
Tribunal, the tribunal of the King in His High Court of Parlia- 
ment. It may be doubted if so sacred a function as the dis- 
pensation of equity admits of delegation, for, in the hands of 
permanent administrators, natural processes at once come into 
operation to set limitations to a jurisdiction of such licence, 
placing it at the first stage under discipline and then rendering 
it sterile by limitations in excess. With the Court of Chancery’s 
developments in mind prior to Lord TruRo’s reforms, we are too 
apt to confound equity with the destructive forces that enslave 
it, and to deprecate the revival of it on account of the abuses to 
which in the past we have seen it so readily exposed. The age 
of equity is a golden age, and what we require to do in re- 
establishing it is to safeguard it from its congenital foes, and in 
no way can we do this more effectually than by keeping it a 
paramount jurisdiction, and by the refusal of Parliament to 
entrust the dispensation of it to others. To put equity on a mere 
equality with law, as was done when it was entrusted to the 
Court of Chancery, is only to invite a repetition of that conflict 
of their jurisdictions which was the scandal of the Judicature 
prior to the fusion effected by Lord Setzorne. The Judicature 
Act may provide that equity shall prevail where law and equity 
are at variance, but the ascendancy ‘of equity should be assured 
on a basis surpassing such purely complimentary homage. 

The reform of the House of Lords, taken in conjunction with the 
review of the Judicature Acts now in hand, seems to afford the 
natural introduction to movements for the amelioration of the 
Judicature, and it may well be that we are on the eve of 
developments for giving effect to this, such as are here explored. 

Dovatas M. Gane. 








Trusts to Maintain Graves. 


Ir was the decision of the Court of Appeal in Re Tyler, 1891, 
1 Ch. 252, that laid the ground for the present method of pro- 
viding for the permanent upkeep of a tomb or grave. But 
the method is by no means perfect. There are practical difficulties 
which it does not overcome. There are legal points involved 
which are very far from being settled. There are, moreover, 
numerous pitfalls into which a testator may readily stumble in 
an attempt to adopt the method for the attainment of the object 
in view. The case of In re Davies, 1915, 1 Ch. 543, discloses 
at any rate one of these pitfalls, and the question so often arises 
in practice that a consideration of it will be useful. 

The present method of securing or attempting to secure the 
permanent upkeep of a grave is to make use of the indulgence 
which the law extends to charities. Anything in the nature of 
a perpetuity is abhorred in our legal system. It is only in 
connection with a charity that a perpetuity is tolerated. A 
testator’s desire to devote a part of his property to the perpetual 
upkeep of his or any other relative’s grave is not regarded as 
a charitable object. Although Lord Linpiey in Re Tyler, 
supra, pointed out that not only is the keeping up ot a tomb 
not illegal, but it is a very laudable thing to do, the cases are 
clear that the law does not regard it as a charitable purpose so 








as to allow of a contravention of the rules against perpetuities. 
Yet with a little ingenuity those rules may be contravened, 
provided the testator is prepared to devote the bulk of the property 
to a legal charity. 

It is not proposed to attempt to define what is meant by a 
legal charity. There is something strikingly vague in all the 
branches of charity law. Even the very definitions are vague. 
The terms “charity” “charitable purpose” and “ charitable 
object” are almost interchangeable. Lord MacnacuTen in 
Commissioners of Income Tax v. Pemsel, 1891, A.C. 531 at p. 583 
laid it down that the word “ charity ” in its legal sense comprises 
four principal divisions: trusts for the relief of poverty, trusts 
for the advancement of education, trusts for the advancement 
of religion, and trusts for other purposes beneficial to the 
community not falling under any of the preceding heads. This 
dictum has, like many other dicta of the learned judge, attained 
a classical standard. It has, of course, an ultimate reference 
to the well-known statute of Elizabeth. That statute defined 
particularly many charitable objects. But the statute has 
“an equity ”’—in other words, an ambit; and a very wide 
ambit it is. It embraces a great category of estimable objects, 
and it is chiefly in connection with this ambit that the Courts 
have from time to time decided whether some particular purpose 
is or is not charitable. 

It is too late now to entertain any hope of a trust for the main- 
tenance of a grave being upheld on the ground of the object 
being in itself charitable. Yet there are some recent cases 
where trusts for the maintenance of graves have been held to 
be charitable in the legal sense of the term. Thus in Re Pardoe : 
McLauglin v. Attorney-General, 1906, 2 Ch. 184, the late Mr, Justice 
Kekewicu held that a gift to a vicar and churchwardens was 
valid, although the income was to be expended from time to time 
in erecting and maintaining headstones to the graves of the 
pensioners in certain almshouses. Again, in Re Manser : Attorney- 
General v. Lucas, 1905, 1 Ch. 68, Warrinaron, J., as he then was, 
held that a gift for keeping up certain burial grounds was valid. 
In this case the learned judge treated the object as amounting to 
a religious gift for religious purposes, and regarded a provision 
in the gift as to the upkeep of a particular grave as imposing 
a special obligation ancillary to the repair of the graveyards 
in question. But in both these cases it will be observed that the 
substantial object as expressed in the will was the maintenance 
of graves generally. That trusts for the maintenance of private 
individual graves only are not charitable trusts is now too well 
established to be doubted. The only exception to this rule 
appears to occur in cases whére the grave or tomb is so erected 
as to be part of the fabric of a church. The decision of 
Kinpvers.ey, V.C., in Hoare v. Osborne, L.R. 1 Eq. 585, shows 
that this exception is not grounded on any special privilege 
for such a grave or tomb, but on the principle that the grave or 
tomb, constituting as it does a part of the ornaments and fabric 
of the building, may be maintained as a charitable act like any 
other part of the building. In that case a trust for the upkeep 
of a vault outside the church building, but in the adjoiring 
churchyard, was held to fail. 

Unlike a private trust, a charitable trust is never void on 
the ground of perpetuity. Wherefore, if a charitable trust can 
be framed in such a way as to cast an obligation upon someone 
to do a specific act from time to time, the object can be attained, 
and the perpetual upkeep of a grave can be secured. But it is 
one thing to constitute a charitable trust and another thing 
to believe confidently in its being carried out. Further, there 
is the initial difficulty that the real object of the gift—the upkeep 
of the grave—is not a charitable object. On the other hand, 
however, it was held long since that a charitable gift may be 
made to a charitable institution on the condition that if a certain 
event occurs the gift is to go over to another similar charitable 
institution. That was decided in the case of Christ’s Hospital 
v. Grainger, 1849, 1 Mac. & G. 460. In that case property was 
given by a testator to the corporation of one town with a gift 
over to the corporation of another. The Corporation of Reading 
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were to administer certain trusts of a charitable nature in Reading, 
and if default was made the property was, according to the gift, 
to be transferred to the Corporation of London as the trustees 
of Christ’s Hospital. Many years after the first gift had taken 
effect, and many years after default had occurred, the Court 
held that the gift over was effective and that the first corporation 
must transfer the property in accordance with the gift over. 
Lord CorrennuaM, L.C., pointed out that the objection that the 
gift over was void as an infringement of the rules against per- 
petuities could not be maintained, because those rules existed 
for keeping property in an alienable condition, and that the 
property in question was no more alienable because it was in 
the hands of one institution instead of in the hands of the other. 

The decision in Re Tyler, supra, was merely an extension of the 
principle recognised in Christ's Hospital v. Grainger, supra— 
validity of a gift over from one charity 
to another on the happening of a certain event. In Re Tyler 
a testator gave a sum of stock to one charitable institution. 
He also committed to the care of this institution the keys of 
his family vault, and he requested that the vault should be 
kept in good repair and the names kept in a legible condition. 
If this request was not complied with the property was to go 
over to another charitable institution. After his death the 
Court was asked to determine whether this condition attached 
to the bequest to the first institution was valid and binding. 
StiriinG, J., held that it was, and the Court of Appeal affirmed 
his decision. Both Liypiey, L.J. and Fry, L.J., pointed out 
in their respective judgments that the upkeep of a tomb was in 
itself a lawful object. If it had notbeen so, their lordships would 
have taken a very different view, for the condition purporting 
to bring into effect the gift over would itself have been illegal. 
“The rule of law against perpetuities,” said the last named 
Lord Justice, “applies to property, not to motives; and I 
know of no rule which says that you may not try to enforce a 
condition creating a perpetual inducement to do a thing which 
is lawful. That is this case.” 

The combined effect of the two cases ot Christ’s Hospital v. 
Grainger and Re Tyler is to allow of a moderately effective 
method of providing for the upkeep of a private grave or tomb 
in perpetuity. It is not however to be assumed that a charity 
can be made a trustee for the purposes of maintaining a grave. 
Linpiey, L.J., in the last-mentioned case, expressly guarded 
himself from being taken to have countenanced such a proposition. 
Nor is it to be assumed that the provision for the upkeep of the 
grave can be made otherwise than through the indirect means 
of stipulating that,if the grave is not kept in a proper condition, 
the gift is to go over. Re Tyler does not validate any trust 
which would be invalid. The Court of Appeal in that case 
made this quite clear. Fry, L.J. said that if the testator in that 
case had required the first donee to apply any portions of the 
fund towards the repair of the tomb, the gift would, in all proba- 
bility have been void as a perpetuity which was not a charity—at 
any rate to the extent of the sum required for the maintenance. 
Consequently, it would seem abundantly clear that a testator 
adopting this method of providing for the maintenance of his 
grave must perforce make a substantial charitable gift. 

The case of In re Davis: Lloyd v. Cardigan County Council, 
supra, shows that the primary object of a gift to a charitable 
institution for the upkeep of a grave will fail if for some reason 
the gift over is not charitable. This discloses an important 
infirmity inherent in this form of gift. If the second donee 
is not a charity or is of such a nature that a charitable gift 
cannot be made to it, the gilt over fails. As the gift over fails, 
the first donee is free to hold without paying any regard to the 
condition which might otherwise have deprived it of the fund. 
In this case a testator bequeathed a sum of money to a vicar 
and his successors committing to them the care of certain graves. 
If the donees failed at any time to comply with the testator’s 
directions concerning the upkeep of certain graves, the testator 
bequeathed the money to a certain fund. Questions having arisen 
as to the validity of this bequest, the learned judge held that 


the recognition of the 





the gift over was not a valid charitable gift, for not only was 
there a doubt as to what fund the testator intended, but the one 
fund which came nearest to the description was liable to be 
expended for purposes which were not charitable in the legal 
sense of the word. His Lordship held that the money in question 
was to be paid over to the vicar and invested, apparently, in 
augmentation of the living—apparently, also, freed from the 
obligation to repair the graves. 








The Rent Restrictions Act. 


Reduction in Rates—Reduction in Rent? 


A MOOT point under the Increase of Rent and Mortgage Interest 
(Restrictions) Act, 1920, to which attention was called, ante, 
p. 275, is whether, upon a reduction of rates, a corresponding 
reduction should be made in the amount of the rent in cases where 
the rent has been previously increased on an increase of the rates 
payable by the landlord. 

The Act permits the standard rent of a dwelling-house to which 
the Act applies to be increased by “ an amount not exceeding any 
increase in the amount for the time being payable by the landlord 
in respect of rates over the corresponding amount paid in... 
1914.” There is, however, no provision in the Act for the 
reduction of rent on a subsequent reduction of the rates. Never- 
theless, the permitted increase is the “ increase for the time 
being ” over the 1914 rates. It is submitted that the words “ for 
the time being ” can only refer to the time of the service of the 
notice which is necessary before any increase permitted by the 
Act can become effectual. 

Whatever may have been the intention of the Legislature, the 
effect of the Act, as it stands, is to render legal and effective an 
increase of rent in so far as it consists of the amount by which 
the rates payable by the landlord at the time he serves his Notice 
to Increase exceed the 1914 rates. Once raised, the rent stands— 
according to the Act. An increase has been permitted, and it 
has been made with the necessary formality, and there is nothing 
whatever in the Act providing for any decrease of rent on a 
corresponding reduction of rates. 

So held the magistrate at Willesden Police Court in May of last 
year, reported in these columns Vol. 66, p. 493, when a tenant 
told him that the rates had been reduced 3s. 2d. in the £, but the 
landlord refused to reduce the rent accordingly. ‘‘ There is 
nothing,’’ said the clerk, ‘“‘in the Act that says he must reduce 
the rent when the rates go down.” 

Moreover, the Act goes on to say that when a notice of an 
increase of rent which at the time was valid has been served on any 
tenant, the increase may be continued without service of any 
fresh notice on any subsequent tenant (s. 3 (2)). 

It is true that by s. 12 (d) any increase in rates shall be deemed 
to be payable by the landlord until the rate is next demanded ; 
this definition enables the amount of the increase for the time 
being to be determined. When the increase, however, has once 
been validly made, it may be continued upon the wording of the 
Act. 

It may be that the Legislature meant this increase to be merely 
an indemnity to landlords in respect of increased rates, or perhaps 
the draftsmen were not sufficiently optimistic in 1920 to consider 
the possibility of a reduction in rates. The effect of the Act upon 
its construction must clearly be to give the landlord the benefit 
of the rates caught at the high water mark, as there is no provision 
for reducing rent by agreement, notice, County Court application, 
or otherwise. 

C. H. A. 








The Habeas Corpus Act. 
II. 


EVENTS PRECEDING THE PASSING OF THE HABEAS CORPUS 
Act, 1679. 
THE DEPORTATIONS OF THE EARL OF CLARENDON. 

The events that led up to the passing of the Habeas Corpus 
Act were the impeachment of the Earl of Clarendon and certain 
doubts that arose who could issue the writ, and whether it could 
be issued in vacation. Much later in the Canadian Prisoners’ 
Case, 1839, 2 St. Tr. N.S. 974, doubts were raised on the last two 
points. The matter had extraordinary importance attributed 
to it at the time by Lord Brougham in the House of Lords (supra), 
and also in the Queen’s Bench by Lord Denman, L.C.J. It was 
held by all the judges that abundant precedents supported a 
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practice that had then been in existence for eighty years, namely, 
that a Writ of Habeas Corpus could be granted by one judge 


} 
| 
| 
| 


returnable immediately and returnable before the four judges: | 


Wilmot’s Notes of Op., pp. 96, 99. This case also decides that a 
single judge can grant a Writ of Habeas Corpus in vacation. 
It is difficult to see how these two last doubts could have survived 
the Habeas Corpus Act, 1679, and an inference to the contrary 
seems inconsistent with the remarkable speech of Lord Brougham, 
and the unanimous ruling of the Court of Queen’s Bench in the 
Canadian Prisoners’ Case. 

The subject is connected with the impeachment of Lord 
Clarendon, 6 How. St. Tr. 291, because imprisonment in gaols 


beyond the seas was not prevented by law at the time, and the | 


fourth article of the impeachment charged the Chancellor with 
having procured ‘‘ divers of His Majesty’s subjects to be im- 
prisoned against law in remote islands, garrisons, and other 
places”: 4 Campbell’s ‘‘ Lives of the Chancellors,” p. 111. The 
very grave account Lord Campbell gives of the state liberty at 
the Restoration, and the connection he draws between the charges 
of corruption exhibited against Lord Clarendon and that of his 


imprisoning persons in places beyond the seas, may be the | 


judgment of history. 

But Lord Clarendon was abundantly justified in complaining 
of the vagueness of this article (4) of the impeachment, which 
did not mention the name of a single person he was accused of 
deporting, or the name of one of “‘ the remote places ” in which 
he immured them. No doubt this does not so much matter, as 
Clarendon seems to have made at least a semi-plenary con- 
fession, since he admitted that ‘‘ it was thought fit that most of 
the persons who stand attainted for the murder of the late King 
should be removed out of the Tower and dispersed into several 
islands and garrisons.” 

By an Act of Indemnity, 12 Car. 2, c. 11, all persons who had 
taken part in the Civil War and the Protectorship were pardoned, 
except persons who sentenced Charles I, or were instrumental in 
signing the death warrant. Cromwell succeeded with great 
difficulty in at last obtaining fifty-nine signatories to the death 
warrant (Gardiner’s Hist. of the Great Civil War, Vol. III, p. 592), 
and of these twenty-one died during his régime. Five regicides 
escaped to America or Switzerland, and others, like Bourchier 
(spared on account of his old age, as Lord Coke had been during 
the reign of Charles I, in 1634: Campbeil’s Lives, etc., Vol. I, 
p. 336), Ingoldsby and Hutchinson received, special treatment; 
and twenty-nine regicides were tried at the Old Bailey for high 
treason, 9th October and ensuing dates, 1660: 5 How. St. Tr. 
947. But nineteen out of the twenty-nine who were tried and 
convicted (this does not apply to Lilburne) could not be executed 
because they personally appeared and surrendered themselves 
according to the King’s Proclamation of the 6th June, 1660. 
These nineteen suffered only imprisonment and the confiscation 
of their estates. Some of them died in the Tower (ex. gr. Temple, 
Tichborne, Pennington); others languished the remainder of their 
lives at strong places in England (even Windsor Castle, as in the 
case of Heveningham, 1660). But certain of the remainder, 
after a sojourn in the Tower, were deported, and it is to these 
that the Earl of Clarendon was referring when he was defending 
himself against the charge of having imprisoned “ divers of 
His Majesty’s subjects against law” in ‘‘ remote islands, garrisons 
and other places.’”’ There remains considerable obscurity as to 
the fate of some of the regicides (a fact that fully appears from a 
reference to the Dictionaryof National Biography, Art. Garland); 
but some of the nineteen whose lives were spared were deported 
to Mt. Orgeuil Castle, Jersey (Millington, Waite, Waller and 
Smith). The only reason for the imprisonment of the latter 
forming the subject of Clarendon’s -impeachment can be that, 
at that date (1667), imprisonment ‘‘ beyond seas”’ was not a legal 
punishment. 

Apart from this question, the legal position of the nineteen 
regicides whose death sentence had been practically commuted 
exactly corresponded to that of three of the Canadian prisoners 
who raised the question of habeas corpus in 1839, but who were 
remanded by the Queen’s Bench: 3 St. Tr. N.S. 1014. These 
three prisoners, after having been duly convicted at a court of 
session and oyer and terminer at Niagara, in Upper Canada—one 


of them of treason, the other two of felony—were conditionally | 


pardoned and sentenced to penal servitude in Van Diemen’s 
Land. In the course of transportation thither, they were brought 
to Liverpool, and a Writ of Habeas Corpus was obtained on their 
behalf; but the Court of Queen’s Bench remanded them and held 
that the return of the gaoler at Liverpool, stating the above 
facts, was a good return to the writ. It was abundantly shown 
that transportation was a legal punishment by the laws of Upper 


Canada, and it is impossible to see how the case raised any | 


question of habeas corpus, which does not apply to persons 
convicted and sentenced by a constitutional tribunal, but only to 
untried persons. 


The nineteen regicides of 1660 appear to have | 


been legally in consimili casu with these three Canadian prisoners | 
of 1839, and the only reason for the deportation of some of the | 
former forming the gravamen of the fourth article of Clarendon’s | 


intpeachment seems to be that, in 1660, transportation was not a 


legal punishment—though as to rogues, vagabonds, etc., see 
39 Eliz. c. 4,referred to in 1 Russell on Crimes, 8th ed., p.208 n (g). 
It became so later in the same reign (Stephen’s Hist. Cr. Law, 
Vol. I, p. 480, and as to the history of transportation see 6 L.Q.R. 
388); but it was certainly not a common law punishment, and if 
transportation was not a legal punishment in 1666, the date of 
Clarendon’s impeachment, the ex-Chancellor’s reference to it 
becomes obviously relevant, as he would then be defending 
himself against a charge of inflicting an illegal punishment on the 
tried and convicted regicides of 1660. 

But transportation became established as a legal punishment 
by a series of statutes, and the practice ultimately adopted was 
for the Sovereign, with the advice of the Privy Council, to appoint 
a place to which offenders should be transported: see the 
consolidating Transportation Act, 1824, 5 Geo. 4, c. $4, s. 3; 
16 and 17 Vict. c. 99, s. 4; 20 and 21 Vict. c. 3, s. 3 (1857). 
Under the first of the above-named Acts, persons sentenced for 
misdemeanour could be transported; aliter, under the second. 
There seems no doubt that, as a sentence of transportation 
originally implied a commuted death sentence, it was only 
awarded in a case of felony ; but the Act of 1824 (supra) speaks 
of ‘‘ felons and other offenders ’’ undergoing transportation. It 
is said to remain a legal punishment: 1 Russell on Crimes, 
8th ed., 208 n (m), referring to 20 and 21 Vict. c. 3, s. 3. 

Lord Campbell observes that the fourth article of Lord 
Clarendon’s impeachment was the “ best founded charge ” 
against him, and states in a note that the ex-Chancellor extorted 
large sums from private persons by threatening them with 
deportation, a conclusion that certainly cannot be derived from 
the report in Howell’s State Trials. The fourth article was 
read and voted without discussion, so it is impossible to say by 
what evidence it was supported: 6 How. St. Tr. 347. However, 
@ passage in Lister’s biography of the Earl of Clarendon (a work 
clearly in vindication of his memory) makes it clear that the basis 
of this fourth article could not have been only the deportation of 
the half-dozen regicides. Thus Lister admits that five persons 
(Wildman, Creed, Bremen, Nevill, and Harrington) were deported 
by Clarendon on suspicion of plotting against the Government on 
the Restoration. None of these five persons were Commissioners 
or Judges at the trial of Charles I, at any time during the week’s 
trial: 4 How. St. Tr. 1050. Further, none of the five were 
immured in any more “ remote ”’ island than St. Mary’s Island, 
Scilly—this applies to Wildman. Harrington, indeed, was 
deported to so little remote an island as St. Nicholas’ Island in 
Plymouth Harbour! Another deportee, mentioned by Hallam, 
was a Commonwealth officer named Overton, who was sent to 
Jersey. At Clarendon’s fall, in 1668, Hallam mentions that 
Overton procured his release by a Writ of Habeas Corpus directed 
to the Governor of Jersey. But this seems to affect Lord 
Campbell’s conclusion that at that time Writs of Habeas Corpus 
‘‘ were disregarded ’?: Campbell’s Lives of the Chancellors, IV, 
p- 111; Hallam’s Const. Hist., Vol. II, p. 178. 

The usual sources of history seem merely to warrant the 
conclusion that Lord Clarendon actually banished some seven 
(at the most) persons on suspicion of plotting against the Govern- 
ment at the Restorations ‘his, no doubt, is a grave enough 
charge, and Clarendon’s defence is made worse by his biographer, 
who inconsequentially contends that the deportations were 
justified because it has not been shown that sufficient cause did 
not exist for the detention of Wildman (six years in the Tower), 
Bremen, Creed, Nevill, and Harrington. The whole point is that 
they were arbitrarily imprisoned, first ine-the Tower (contrary to 
the Petition of Right), and afterwards sent prisoners out of 
England. This last proceeding may not have been technically 
within the Petition of Right; but only in that sense can it be 
said not to have been against law ; and the fact remains that none 
of the five were directly concerned with the death of Charles I. 
On the other hand, the language of the fourth article of Clarendon’s 
impeachment is guilty of some exaggeration, if the ex-Chancellor 
(who was himself banished by statute: 19 Car. 2, ¢..10) is to be 
considered as solely responsible for the treatment of these five 
persons. The difficulty, if it is one, is a difficulty arising on 
historical facts, and not a legal difficulty. In any case fully 
established historical facts support the charge against Clarendon. 

The report of the Impeachment in the State Trials does not 
support the charge of Lord Campbell that Clarendon extorted 
large sums of money from different persons under threat of 
deportation, and that this was one of the grounds of a 
corruption to him ; .but this charge seems, sub modo, confirme 
by the language of the twelfth section of the Habeas Corpus Act. 
This enactment had for its object the prevention of illegal 
imprisonment in prisons beyond the seas, and provides that no 
subject of the Realm shall or may be sent prisoner into Scotland, 
Ireland, Jersey, Guernsey, Tangier, or into other parts 
beyond the seas. None of the deportees mentioned by Lister, 
Lord Campbell, or Hallam were deported to any of the above 
places, except Jersey and Tangier. It is said that a warrant was 
issued for the deportation of the regicide Garland to Tangier, 
but whether he was actually sent there is uncertain: Art. 
Garland, Dict. Nat. Biogr. 
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The provision in the Habeas Corpus Act, 1679, s. 12, seems to 
imply that it was passed to correct the abuse that had prevailed 
of sending persons prisoners to Ireland, Guernsey, and “ any 
parts, Garrisons, Islands, or Places beyond the Seas.’” Who were 
these persons? Lord Campbell does not say, though he 
indubitably hints at the large scale of Clarendon’s deportations. 
The circumstance tends to confirm a conclusion, prevalent at the 
time, that, when Lord Campbell wrote the famous Lives, he 
had access to channels of information beyond those within reach 
of any ordinary biographer, since he is said to have elicited facts 
in some cases quite unknown to the descendants of those he was 
writing about. 

Tue Hapeas Corpus Act, 1679. 

The fall of Clarendon took place in 1667, and was followed by a 
ten years’ struggle to pass the Bill; but in 1679 a measure was 
introduced which passed both Houses (it is said in the Upper 
House by the counting of one stout peer as ten: Art. Habeas 
Corpus, Encycl. Britt.), and became the Habeas Corpus Act. 
The measure was long known by the name of the Earl of 
Shaftesbury, its principal advocate in the Upper House. The 
full title of the Act is ‘‘ An Act for the better securing the Liberty 
of the Subject, and for Prevention of Imprisonment beyond the 
Seas,’’ Only two sections of the Act have been repealed in the 
succeeding centuries (ss. 14, 19), one relating to the exception 
of convicts sentenced to transportation, and a curious provision, 
apparently relating to bailing persons about whom the jury had 
disagreed, who had been remanded to prison to await trial at the 
next assizes. Hallam says that the measure is to be regarded 
as a remedy against political oppression, and that the great rank 
of those who were likely to offend against s. 11 (which inhibits 
sending a person a prisoner beyond the seas) accounts for its 
unusual severity.’’ However, all persons “in any ways 
advising, aiding, or assisting ’’ in sending a person a prisoner 
abroad are equally liable as the person who knowingly counter- 
signs the warrant for commitment, detainer, or transportation. 

The penalties are the greatest (next to capital punishment) 
known to the law: (1) Treble costs and damages, which damages 
are not to be less than £500; (2) disability to hold any office of 
trust or profit throughout the Dominions of the Crown; (3) the 
penalties of premunire, which for the purposes of the Habeas 
Corpus Act remain subsisting in full force, and the most material 
of which are (A) confiscation of lands and goods, (B) being put out 
of the King’s protection: see Art. Habeas Corpus, Encycl. of 
Laws of Engl.; (4) incapacity to be pardoned. But no case can 
be found in any repertory of the Criminal Law of England in 
which a person has been convicted under this section. For this 
there seem very sufficient reasons. Hallam observes that the 
very severity of the penalties shows that it inhibits an offence 
that. could only be committed by a person of ‘ great rank.’’ 
Again, the Habeas Corpus Act has been suspended whenever it 
seemed politically expedient, though not during the Great War, 
1914. 

If a judge denies a Writ of Habeas Corpus when the return is 
bad, either because the copy of the warrant does not show a com- 
mitment for treason or felony, or because it has been refused 
by the gaoler, he forfeits to the prisoner or party grieved the sum 
of £500, to be recovered by an action of debt in the High Court : 
s. 10. It is curious to note that the summary of the Statute 
rendered by Sir James Stephen does not notice that the judge 
may discharge the rule nisi for a Writ of Habeas Corpus when 
there is a good return; and the Canadian Prisoners’ Case, 1839, 
shows that there may be a good return where the prisoner has 
not been committed ; where, for instance, he has made a con- 
fession, although that was extra-judicial, and he is not a convict : 
Stephen’s Hist. Cr. Law, Vol. I, p. 243; 3 St. Tr. N.S. 1014, 1036. 
A Habeas Corpus Act was passed for Ireland in 1782 by the 
English Parliament, just before the establishment of the 
separate and independent Legislature of Ireland. Scotland had 
no Magna Carta and no Habeas Corpus Act. But in 1701 an 
Act of the Scottish Parliament was passed which has always 
been ‘‘the prized constitutional possession of the Scottish 
people ’’: see the observation of Lord Shaw in Rew v. Halliday, 
1917, A.C. 298, and see, ante, p. 549. 

N. W. SIBLEy. 
J. A. Howarp WATson. 


(To be continued.) 
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A Reuter’s message from Washington, of 25th May, says :—The 
British Embassy has presented to the State Department a state- 
ment of Britain’s position with regard to the prohibition of liquor 
on ships within the three-mile limit. It is understood that the 
position taken up by the British Government is based upon the contention 
that the American port authorities have no jurisdiction in international 
law over liquor in regular supplies on foreign vessels, that their authority 
only extends to portions of the cargo intended for importation into the 
United States, and in no way permits interference with either the physical 
mechanism, rations, or stores of foreign vessels in American ports. 





The Association of Superannuation 
and Pension Funds. 


[COMMUNICATED.] 


Tus Association, formed on the 18th January last, has developed 
from the Conference of Superannuation Funds, which was 
established in 1917, and was composed of representatives of 
leading Superannuation Funds. The primary object of the 
Conference was to obtain exemption from Income Tax of the 
income of Funds derived from investments, and evidence was 
given before the Royal Commission on the Income Tax in 1919 
by the Chairman, Mr. John C. Mitchell, J.P., F.C.1.S., the 
Secretary and Treasurer of the Underground Electric Railways 
Company of London, Limited, and its associated companies, 
who is Chairman of the new Association. The effort was 
eventually successful, the desired exemption being granted 
under the provisions of the Finance Act, 1921. 

The Conference proved its usefulness in many other ways, 
and it was resolved to form a permanent Association, with 
defined objects and a constitution. Briefly the main objects 
are, the furtherance of the interests of Superannuation, Pension 
and similar Funds, and the development of the Superannuation 
movement generally. . 

The Association, which is managed by a Council representative 
of municipal, transport and industrial Funds, holds periodical 
meetings, collects and circulates information of interest amongst 
its members, and advises upon the formation and reorganisation 
of Funds. It has a considerable amount of literature at its 
disposal, dealing with a great variety of Funds, and expert 
guidance and advice is thus available, obviating, in many 
instances, the need for expensive professional advice. Further, 
the Association of a large number of funds in pursuit of their 
common interests necessarily gives strength to the movement 
generally. : 

Superannuation, Pension and similar Funds are eligible for 
membership, and provision is also made for associate membership 
of companies, firms, bodies and individuals interested in matters 
relating tosuperannuation and pensions. 

The Association appears to meet a growing need, for in all 
branches of industry the value of funds which make provision 
for the worker in old age, and in some cases provide for widows 
and other dependents, is increasingy recognised. Such Funds 
are useful factcrs in promoting harmonious relations between 
employer and employed, and in fostering a spirit of co-operation 
—e good will—it is all to the good that in most Funds representa- 
tives of direction and management and of the workers meet 
one another in committee work—while regarded from the point 
of view of the employé, Pension Funds relieve the burden of 
anxiety as to maintenance when working days are past, and 
by providing adequate retiring allowances at a reasonable age, 
incidentally lead to earlier promotion of younger employés, 
who receive a greater incentive to efficient service. Nor should 
it be forgotten that Superannuation, Pension and kindred Funds 
perform a pseful national function. They lessen the burden 
to the State of Old Age Pensions, and the expense of Poor Law 
relief. 

On all grounds the movement is commendable, and the 
Association provides a useful centre for enquiries, exchange of 
nformation and united action by periodical conferences, and 
affords opportunities for that personal contact between 
representatives of Funds which is mutually advantageous, 

The Secretary of the Association is Mr. R. P. Summers, 
Electric Railway House, Broadway, Westminster, S.W.1, who 
will be pleased to deal with enquiries. 








Reviews. 


Law Dictionary. 


A Dictionary or Enouish Law. By W. J. Byrne, Barrister-at-Law. 
Sweet & Maxwell, Ltd. £3 3s. net. 


This book, the compiler says in his preface, was originally intended to 
be a new edition of the late Mr. Sweet’s Dictionary of English Law ; but, 
he adds, there is so little of Mr. Sweet’s work, and that little has been so 
much altered, that he has felt justified in publishing the book under his 
own name. We are not at all sure about this. Mr. Sweet was a very 
learned and accurate lawyer, and it is unlikely that any editor of his Law 
Dictionary would find it possible to discard so much matter as to make it 
substantially a new work to be brought out under a new name. The 
foundation is too sound to be dispensed with in this way. No doubt 
Mr. Byrne has introduced a good deal of new matter. But the changes 
in statute and case law make this the necessary task of every editor, 
but he does not thereupon claim the work as his own. Mr. Sweet’s Dictionary 
was published in 1882. Naturally, therefore, the title “ Estate Duty ” 
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is Mr. Byrne’s exclusive work. ‘* Midwives’’ were in 1882 and for centuries 
before a domestic institution, but they had no legal recognition until the 
Midwives Act, 1902, and that title also is new. A useful little explanation 
of “‘ Mile’’ is new. And various new titles affecting the metropolis have 
been introduced, such as ‘‘ Metropolitan Police Magistrate.’’ And so, if 
we went through the whole work, we should no doubt find plenty of new 
matter; all, so far as we can judge, usefully compiled and arranged. But 
to take a few standard subjects—Lease, Estate, Estoppel, Perpetuity, 
Possession, Executor—these are Mr. Sweet’s, with only slight alterations 
of arrangement and type. So, while Mr. Byrne has accomplished a useful 
task in editing the work, and we are grateful to him, we had rather he 
had let us call it still ‘‘ Sweet’s Law Dictionary.’’ Not so did Sweet himself 
act when he edited ‘‘ Challis.”” That book still bore its learned author’s 
name, although an equally learned lawyer brought it up to date and 
appended valuable notes. 





Leases. 


Bytaewoop & JaRMAN’s Law or Leases. Fifth Edition. Revised (with 
Additions). By Norman H. Otpuam, B.A., LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. 
Reprinted from Vols. 7 and 8 of “‘ The Conveyancer.’’ Sweet & Maxwell, 
Ltd. 15s, net. 


This reprint from ‘‘ The Conveyancer’’ consists of a dissertation on the 
law of leases. It does not contain Forms. Knowledge of the law of 
leases is one of the chief requirements of the practitioner, whether for 
conveyancing, for advising, or for advocacy; and, unlike most branches 
of the law of property, it is but little affected by the Law of Property 
Act, 1922 ; so the present work will lose none of its utility when that Act, 
or its successor, comes into operation and conveyances and the law of 
property generally are in the melting pot. The mysterious doctrine of 
** Interesse Termini,’’ however, which came into prominence in Llangattock 
v. Watney, Combe, Reid & Co., 1910, A.C. 394, in connection with licensing 
compensation, is abolished, and there are a good many interesting changes, 
such as the power to modify restrictive covenants—which, during the 
passing of the Act was extended to long leases—and the conversion of 
perpetually renewable leaseholds into terms of 2,000 years. These and 
other provisions of the Act of 1922 affecting leases are printed at the end 
of the book. The part on compensation to agricultural tenants contains 
a useful statement of the Acts of 1908 and 1920, shortly to be consolidated 
in what will probably be the Agricultural Holdings (Consolidation) Act, 
1923. And the part on covenants running with the land contains a 
useful summary of an important and very interesting subject. It is an 
inconvenience that there is no Table of Cases—that is a result, we presume, 
of the volume being a reprint. But if it was worth while to reprint, we 
should have thought it was worth while to include the usual and essential 
apparatus of a law book. There is a Table of Statutes and a good Index. 








Book of the Week. 


The Enemies of Liberty. By E. S. P. Haynes. Grant Richards 
Ltd. 6s. 








CASES OF LAST SITTINGS, 
House of Lords. 


UNIVERSAL STEAM NAVIGATION CO. v. JAMES McKELVIE & CO. 
4th May. 


SurpPInc—CHARTER-PARTY—PRINCIPAL AND AGENT—DEMURRAGE— 
SIGNATURE OF CHARTERERS “‘ AS AGENTS ’’—LIABILITY OF SIGNATORIES. 


A charter-party was made between agents for the owners of a steamship 
‘‘and James McKelvie & Co.,. Newcastle-on-Tyne, Charterers,’’ and was 
signed “* For and behalf of James McKelvie & Co. as agents J. A. McKelvie.”’ 
The charterers were to pay demurrage. Inan action by the owners for demurrage 
against James McKelvie & Co. 

Held, that the respondents, having signed as agents, were not liable as princi- 
pals to pay demurrage notwithstanding that they were described as charterers 
in the charter-party. 

Gadd v. Houghton, 1 Ex. D. 357, followed. 

Lennard v. Robinson, 5 E. & B. 125, overruled. 


This was an appeal from a decision of the Court of Appeal holding that 
the respondents were not liable on a charter-party. The charter-party 
began: “It is this day agreed between Thomas H. Seed & Co., agents for the 
owners of the steamship ‘ Ariadne Irene’, and James McKelvie & Co., 
Newcastle-on-Tyne charterers,’’ and was signed ‘‘ By authority of owners for 
Thomas H. Seed & Co. A. D. Cadogan as agents,’’ and “‘ For and on behalf 
of James McKelvie & Co. as agents J. A. McKelvie.’’ It was agreed that 
the ship should load a cargo of coal on the Tyne and proceed to an Italian 
port, and there deliver her cargo at the rate of 1,000 tons a day. The 
charter-party also provided for the payment of demurrage by the charterers 
in the event of the ship being detained beyond the stipulated time, either 





at the port of loading or at the port of discharge. The owners or their 
agent were to give the charterers notice if advance freight was required. 
The charterers’ account at the port of loading was to be paid when rendered; 
otherwise the charterers might deduct it on settlement of freight at the 
port of destination, and the owners, or captain, were to inform the charterers 
if the ship put into a port of refuge. The charterers’ liability was to cease 
as soon as the cargo was shipped and freight, dead freight and demurrage 
at the ports of loading and discharging paid. The appellants, the owners, 
brought an action against the respondents, James McKelvie & Co., for 
demurrage at the port of discharge. The respondents pleaded that they 
had signed the charter-party as agents for the firm of Pagnini & Co., of 
Rome, and denied liability. It was proved that the respondents had sold 
a cargo to Pagnini & Co. at a price per ton f.o.b. Newcastle, and had chartered 
the vessel on behalf of that firm, and that the owners knew at the time of 
signing the charter-party that the cargo was sold on f.o.b. terms. It was 
not suggested that the respondents ever withheld the name of their principals. 
Bailhache, J., held on the authority of Lennard v. Robinson, 5 E. & B. 125, 
that the defendants were personally liable. The Court of Appeal (Bankes 
and Atkin, L.JJ., Scrutton, L.J., dissenting) held (1922, 1 K.B. 518) that 
upon the true construction of the charter-party the defendants by their 
signature had deliberately expressed their intention to exclude any personal 
liability. The shipowners now appealed. 

The House( Lords Caves, L.C., BrekENHEAD, SHaw, SUMNER, and PARMOOR) 
dismissed the appeal. The Lord Chancellor said that if the respondents 
had signed the charter-party without qualification, they would, of course, 
have been personally liable; but by adding to their signature the word 
“ agents,”’ they clearly indicated that they were signing only as agents for 
others, and had no intention of being personally bound as principals. 
Upon the construction of the instrument as a whole, the addition of the 
words “ as agents ’’ had the effect of reading all references to James McKelvie 
and Co., in the obligations undertaken by the charterers, as if James McKelvie 
and Co. had been throughout described as agents for the charterers as 
T. H. Seed & Co. were for the owners. The weight of authority was in 
favour of this view, though, where signatories were referred to in the body 
of the contract as agents for others, but appended no qualification to their 
signature, they had been held to be personally liable. To the current of 
authority the only exception was the case of Lennard v. Robinson, on which 
Bailhache, J., and Scrutton, L.J., relied. There the defendants were 
named in the charter-party itself as parties ‘‘ by authority of and as agents 
for’? a person named, and it was held that they contracted personally. 
There might be minute distinctions between that case and the present, but 
Lennard v. Robinson could not now be treated as law. It was to the interest 
of the commercial community, as Bankes, L.J., said, that a signature as 
agents should have a generally accepted meaning, and such a qualification 
of the signature should be taken as a deliberate expression of intention to 
exclude any personal liability on the part of the signatory.—CounsEL : 
Leck, K.C., and EB. Aylmer Digby; Raeburn. K.C., and 8S. ZL. Porter. 
Sonicrrors: Downing, Middl:ton & Lewis ; Thomas Cooper & Co. 

[Reported by S. E. Witttams, Barrister-at-Liv | 


Court of Appeal. 


CRADDOCK BROTHERS v. HUNT. 
No. 1. 19th, 22nd, 23rd, 24th January and 26th March. 


VENDOR AND PurcuaseR—Parcrs —Mutvat MistakeE—PAarou EvipEnce 
to Rectiry Contract or SALE AND CONVEYANCE-—RECTIFICATION 
oF CONVEYANCE—PURCHASER DECLARED A TRUSTEE OF THE LEGAL 
Estate—Jupicature Act, 1873, 36 & 37 Vict. c. 66, s. 24, s-s. (7). 


Since the Judicature Act, 1873, a plaintiff can sue for specific performance 
of a contract with a parol variation, and the court can rectify a deed although it 
conforms strictly to an antecedent written agreement, provided it is proved that 
there was a common mistake of description in reducing the agreement to writing, 
and an embodiment of that mistake in the subsequent conveyance. 

Olley v. Fisher, 1886, 34 Ch. D. 367, followed. 

May v. Platt, 1900, 1 Ch. 616, not followed. 

Decision of P. O. Lawrence, J., 66 Sou. J. 694, affirmed, Younder, L.J., 
dissenting. 

Appeal by the defendants from a decision of P. O. Lawrence, J. (reported 
66 Sot. J. 694). The action was brought for a declaration that the defendant 
was a trustee of a piece of land which had been conveyed to him by mutual 
mistake of the vendors and himself, and was bound to convey it to the 
plaintiffs, who had intended to buy and believed they were buying it. By 
an indenture dated 20th March 1877, a strip of land called for convenience 
plot 1, which included the piece of land the subject-matter of this action, 
was conveyed to R. By an indenture dated 23rd December, 1885, an 
adjoining strip, called plot 2, was conveyed to R, who built a house on 
plot 1 and fenced off the site of the house from the rest of the plotin the rear 
of the house, which together with the land on plot 2 he used as a builder's 
yard, providing gates opening from the site of the house into the yard. 
R later on blocked up the gates, and let the whole yard to G. In 1913 
R died, and in 1920 his executors advertised plots 1 and 2 for sale in one 
lot which was described in the particulars as a house with a large yard, 
adjoining at side and rear, let to G. The house and yard were put up 
separately in two lots at the auction, and the plaintiffs bought the yard. 
On the next day the defendant agreed to buy the house, and agreements 
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were drawn up, in one of which the piece agreed to be purchased 
by the plaintiffs was described in the same way as plot 2 had been 
described in the conveyance of that plot with the addition that the 
property was in the occupation of G. In the other agreement for the sale 
of the house the contract described the property as being the whole of plot 1. 
The mistake arose through the vendor’s solicitors concluding erroneously 
that the whole of plot 1 was occupied with and as part of the house, and 
that the yard was limited to plot 2, the descriptions being taken from the 
original title deeds, and the conveyances to the plaintiffs and defendant 
contained similar errors. (On the facts the learned judge held that there was 
no doubt in the minds of the parties as to what they really intended to sell 
and buy, and that the defendant intended to buy the house, and no part 
of the yard, which he knew the plaintiffs had already purchased. The 
defendant having refused to convey to the plaintiffs the portion of the yard 
conveyed by mistake to him, the plaintiffs commenced this action, and 
Lawrence, J., gave judgment for them. 

The defendant appealed. 

The Court by a majority dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Srzernpatr, M.R., said the case raised some difficult questions 
of fact and of law, and stated the history of the purchase of the two plots 
of land described as plot 1 and plot 2, and the division of plot 1 to form the 
yard. The description in the particulars stated two matters of importance, 
that vacant possession would be given of the house on completion, and that 
the yard, let to Greenstone on a quarterly tenancy, adjoined the house both 
at the side and rear. No one who inspected the land or read the particulars 
could have any doubt that the yard occupied part of the land behind the 
house. The yard which the auctioneer was iristructed to put up for sale 
at a reserve of £200 was the same yard as that let for 6s. a week. His 
lordship then referred to the evidence, and said that Mr. Stirk, the vendor’s 
solicitor, did not ask any questions as to the extent of the yard, but as he was 
told that one set of deeds referred to the house, jumped to the conclusion that 
the deeds relating to the yard, and those relating to the house, were entirely 
separate. The plaintiifs, who knew the premises well, were willing to buy 
the yard if it were put up separately, and the defendant had arranged with a 
Mr. Thomas that he would buy the house if he could get it for not more 
than £500. The evidence established quite clearly both that Mr, Craddock 
and Mr. Boswell understood quite clearly what the former intended to buy 
and the latter to sell. [His lordship then discussed the evidence as to the 
sale by auction of the yard, and the subsequent sale of the house to the 
defendant.] The au did not state the exact boundaries of the yard 
at the sale, as the particulars accurately described both the yard and the 
house. He (his lordship) came to the conclusion on the evidence that what 
Mr. Stephen Craddock meant to buy was the yard as occupied by Green- 
stone, and that was what the vendors meant to sell to him. It was at that 
point that the difficulties began. Mr. Stirk made out contracts to carry out 
the bargains entered into, and took the measurements, 332 square yards and 
432 square yards respectively, from the deeds, which he had marked 
“house ’’ and “ yard,’’ as he thought the house and yard sold at and after 
the auction corresponded to the land as described in those deeds. If Mr. 
Stirk had asked for any information, however simple, when the deeds 
were brought to him, the difficulty would never have arisen. If he had read 
the particulars correctly, he would have known that Greenstone’s yard 
extended behind 44 Powlett-street, and if he had known that, he would not 
have drawn the contracts as he had done. The conveyances followed 
the contracts in cach case. ‘The defendant went into possession of the house 
and the land coloured blue upon completion, but the plaintiffs could not get 
possession of the yard until after the termination of Greenstone’s tenancy, 
when they took possession of the whole yard. During the whole 
of that time no claim to the possession of the land coloured brown, 
i.e. the rest of plot 1, was ever made by the defendant, nor did 
he ever make any claim to any part of the rent paid by Greenstone, 
which however would have been but a small sum. When the 
mistake was discovered negotiations took place between the parties, with 
the result that the vendors in consideration of an indemnity given them 
by the plaintiffs, but the defendant and Thomas declined to join in the 
conveyance, and maintained their title to the land coloured brown. The 
question was whether the learned judge was right in ordering the defendant 
to execute a conveyance to the plaintiffs of the brown land, and what 
were the plaintiff's rights against the defendant. He (his lordship) could 
not agree with Lawrence, J., that the description of the measure of the land 
as 332 yards was a falsa demonsiralio; he thought it was the governing 
description. The statement that the yard was now in the occupation of 
Greenstone was just as apt to part of the yard as to the whole. He had 
decided however against the defendant on another ground, that upon the 
true results in fact and in law the brown land had been bought by the 
plaintiff, and that the defendant knew he had not bought it, and took the 
contract and conveyance that purported to give it to him with notice that 
it belonged to the plaintiffs. The latter point raised serious questions 
of fact and law. Having reviewed all the facts it seemed to him (his 
lordship) as clear a case of mutual mistake as could occur and if there were 
no legal difficulty the plaintiffs could claim rectification of the contract and 
the conveyance in a suit against the vendors. They however were not 
— to the action. The defendant however contended that there could 

no such rectification, as (1) in no case could there be a rectification 
of a complete written agreement in accordance with a previous parol 
agreement, and (2) even if that proposition could not be maintained at 
large it was correct where the subject-matter of the agreement was such 
that by reason of the Statute of Frauds it must be in writing. The first 
contention was mainly supported by Woollam v. Hearne, 7 Ves. 211 ; Davies 


cioneer 








v. Fitton, 2 Dr. & W. 232, and May v. Plat’, 1900, 1 Ch. 616. Those cases 
were not all cases of rectification, but they supported the appellants’ con- 
tention, and if they stood alone, he (his lordship) would not feel justified 
in differing from them. These were cases in which a different rule had been 
applied. Vhomas v. Duvies, 1 Dick. 301; Olley v. Fisher, 34 Ch. D. 367 ; 
Shrewsbury and Talbot Cab Co. v. Shaw, 89 L.T. Newsp. 274. The 
earlier cases as well as May v. Platt had been adversely criticised by 
Neville, J.,in Thompson v. Hickman, 1907, 1 Ch. 550, and opinions adverse to 
the rule established by them had also been expressed in “Fry on Specific 
Performance”? (6th Ed., pp. 379-382), and ‘ Williams on Vendors and 
Purchasers ’’ (2nd Ed., Vol. I, pp. 788-791). In those circumstances he 
(his lordship) thought that, at any rate, since the Judicature Act, 1873, 
he was at liberty to hold that rectification could be granted of a written 
agreement on parol evidence of a mutual mistake, although that agreement 
was complete in itself and had been carried out by a formal document 
based upon it. The contrary view was based on an insufficient considera- 
tion of the result of rectification. After rectification the written agreement 
must be read as if it had been originally drawn in its rectified form : 
Johnson vy. Bragge, 1901, 1 Ch. 28, 37, and it was that written document 
alone of which specific performance was decreed. In his opinion the 
Statute of Frauds had no application to the case, because there was part 
performance when the plaintiffs took possession. Apart from that, he 
thought the cases he had referred to showed that the contention was not 
In his opinion the plaintiffs were entitled to rectification 
against the vendors. But there remained the difficult question whether the 
plaintiffs had any and what rights against the defendants. It was clear 
that the contract could not be rectified in the present action in the absence 
of the vendors. His lordship then discussed the evidence as to the 
defendant’s knowledge of the facts, and subsequent conduct, and said 
he thought the case came within the principles of Lenty v. Hillas,2 De G. & J. 
110. The defendant should be declared a trustee for the plaintiffs of the 
land conveyed to him by mistake, which he knew had been knocked down 
The appeal must be dismissed with costs. 


well founded. 


to them 


Warrinaton, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effect. 

Youncer, L.J., delivered a long dissenting judgment, holding that the 
evidence was insufficient to establish a common mistake, the existence 
of which the vendors would not admit, but assuming that he was wrong on 
that point he held that in the circumstances rectification of both contract 


and conveyance was impossible. He preferred to follow Davies v. Fitton, 
and May v. Platt to Olley v. Fisher. He thought the plaintiffs failed at 
every point. Counse.: Ward Coldridge, K.C., and L. Mossop : Jenkins, 
K.C., and F. K. Archer. Sovrcrrors: Wainwright & Co., for F. L. Feibusch, 
Wolverhampton; Rawle, Johnstone & Co., for Fowler, Langley & Wright, 


Wolverhampton. 
{Reported by H. Lancrorp Lewis, Barrister-at-Law.] 


In re BROOKE: BROOKE v. DICKSON. No.1. 27th and 30th April. 


Witt—Construction—Srrict SerrLeEMENT—LEGAL oR EQUITABLE 
Limrrations—Deata or First Lire Tenant—First TENANT IN TaIL 
NOT YET in esse—ACCELERATION OF Seconp Lire Estate—MANAGEMENT 
Crause—Imenrep Leaan Estate IN TRUSTEES—CONTINGENT 
Remarnpers Act, 1877 (40 & 41 Vict. c. 33). 

Where the limitations in a strict settlement, though not expressly giving a 
legal estate to the trustees by giving them power to receive and apply rents, etc., 
and to take an active part in the management of the estate, indicate that they are 
to take such legal estate, they will be held to do so; any other estate being 
inconsistent with the due exercise of their powers and duties. So when, 
in such a case, the first life tenant dies before the first remainderman in tail 
is in esse, the estate of the second life tenant is accelerated, and he will be entitled 
to receive the rents and profits until they vest in the first tenant in tail in 
remainder, 

In re Scott [1911] 2 Ch. 374, diseussed ; Cunliffe v. Brancker, 3 Ch. D. 393, 
and Berry ». Berry, 26 W.R. 327; 7 Ch. D. 657, applied. 

A testator who died in 1888 gave his elder son R. an annuity “issuing 
out of my estate,’’ and he then devised his freeholds, leaseholds and copy- 
holds to trustees to hold the same to the trustees their heirs and assigns 
for ever, but nevertheless to the uses and upon the trusts, etc., thereinafter 
contained, that is to say to the use of the trustees their executors adminis- 
trators and assigns for a term of ninety-nine years, and from and immediately 
after the expiration or other sooner determination of the term, and in the 
meantime subject thereto, and the trusts thereof, to the use of his younger 
son E. for life, and after his decease to the use of his (E.’s) first and other 
sons successively in tail male, and in default or failure of such issue to the 
use of R.’s first and other sons successively in tail male, and in 
default or failure of such issue to the use of the trustees, their 
executors, etc., during the life of the testator’s daughter C. upon 
trust for her benefit during her life. The settlement contained @ 
management clause in very wide terms, giving the trustees power 
to receive the rents of the estate and to apply the same for outgoings, 
etc., and also, in certain eventualities, to deduct part of the annuity given 
to R., and to hold the amount deducted for certain purposes to keep up 
monuments, etc. E. died in 1921, a bachelor; R. was still living, but had 
no son. This summons was taken out by ©. to determine whether the 
limitation to the trustees during the life of C. was accelerated so as to 


| entitle her to receive the rents and profits until a son was born to R., or 


whether there was an intestacy in respect of them from the death of E. 


until such time as a son should be born to R., or R. should die without 
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the birth of a son. R. was entitled to the rents and profits in the case of an 
intestacy. Russell, J., held that the limitations were legal, and, inspite of the 
management clause, there was nothing in the will showing so clearly a 
contrary intention, an intention that the legal estate should be in the 
trustees, as to enable him to over-ride the formal limitation. On the 
authority of In re Scott, supra, he must hold that there was no acceleration 
of C.’s life estate, but an intestacy during the above period. C. appealed. 
The court allowed the appeal. 

Lord Sternpate, M.R., said that at the root of the whole matter lay the 
question whether the limitations were legal or equitable, whether in fact 
the trustees of the settlement took a legal or an equitable estate. Looking 
at the will as a whole, it seemed that the intention was to give the trustees 
the legal estate, therefore the question raised by Jn re Scott, swpra, would 
not really be decided by the present decision. The will in the present case 
appeared to create legal limitations in the beneficiaries, but reading it as a 
whole, with all its clauses, it seemed that the legal estate must rest in the 
trustees. The court had to consider the contention referred to by James, 
LJ., in Cunliffe v. Brancker, when he said (3 Ch. D. at p. 408): “‘ But it 
was contended, and truly, that, notwithstanding these apparently clear 
indications of intention that the successive beneficial devisees should have 
the legal estate in-them, the rest of the will might still show so clearly a 
contrary intention that the fee should be in the trustees, that there were 
purposes to be effected, trusts to be executed, duties to be performed 
so requiring them to have the fee, that we should reject the formal limita- 
tions as the mere blundering of the draftsman.”’ In Berry v. Berry, 26 W.R. 
327; 7 Ch. D. 657, where there was a direction that the trustees were to 
apply all or any part of the income to certain purposes it was held that 
they took a legal estate; there being an implication that they must first 
receive the income before applying it. In the present case, however, 
there was an express power given to them to receive the rents, as well as 
to apply them ; there were also directions as to keeping up monuments, etc., 
and a power to deduct from the annuity given to R. On the other hand, 
there was a term of ninety-nine years given to the trustees, which seemed 
inconsistent with their taking a legal estate. On the whole, however, his 
lordship thought there was sufficient to show an intention by the testator 
that the trustees should take a legal estate, and on the principles set out in 
Cunliffe v. Brancker, swpra, and Berry v. Berry, supra, there seemed to be 
clauses in the will which could only be properly carried out by their taking 
such an estate. That being so, the appellant was right in contending that 
there was no intestacy, and that her life estate was accelerated. 

Lords Justices WARRINGTON and YounGeER delivered judgments ta the 
same effect.—CounseL: Preston, K.C., and Buckmasier for the appellant ; 
Romer for another daughter of the testator; Hurst, K.C., and R. H. Hodge 
for R.; Stirling for the trustees. Soricrrors: Lawrance, Webster, Messer 
and Nicholls ; Corbould, Rigby & Co. 

[Reported by G. T. WAITFIELD-HAyEs, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court—Chancery Division, 


VAUDEVILLE ELECTRIC CINEMA LTD. v. MURISET and Another. 
Sargant, J. 19th?April. 
Fixtures—SratrvuTtory Morraace or LAND AND -BuILpINcs—SCREEN, 
ApvvERTIsING Boarps AND Fixep Seats or CrveMa. 
The screen, advertising boards and fixed iron seats of a cinema theatre are 


fixtures. 

Lyon and Co. v. 
distinguished. 

This was an action for a declaration that the defendants who were 
mortgagees were not entitled to sell certain chattels and effects on the 
premises of a cinema theatre the subject matter of their mortgage and 
for a sum of money, being the value of the said chattels and effects, and 
for damages. The facts were as follows: The plaintiifs were a limited 
company and the owners of freehold land at Northampton with a cinema 
hall erected thereon and they carried on in the hall the business of cinema 
theatre proprietors. There were various chattels and effects used 
by the plaintiffs in connection with the business. By indenture 
dated the 7th December, 1920, the plaintiffs mortgaged the freehold 
land to the defendants together with the cinema hall with its fixtures 
and appurtenances and all other buildings and structures erected 
thereon or affixed thereto or occupied therewith to secure the sum of £2,000 
with interest thereon. The plaintifis went into voluntary liquidation on 
the 10th June, 1922. The defendants in purported exercise of the statutory 
power of sale conferred by the mortgage sold the cinema hall and premises 
on the 25th September, 1922, together with all the chattels and effects 
therein. The plaintiffs then brought this action and claimed not only 
a declaration, but also a sum of money for the value of the chattels and effects 
and damages. The defendants denied that the chattels and effects were 
comprised in the mortgage and paid a small sum into court with denial of 
liability, and counterclaimed for a sum alleged to be remaining due on the 
mortgage after giving credit for the sale moneys, and for rectification of the 
mortgage if it did not comprise the chattels and effects movable and im- 
movable. At the hearing it was admitted that the amount paid into 
court represented the value of the entirely loose chattels, and that unless the 
counterclaim for rectification succeeded the plaintiffs were entitled to it. 
The remaining things sold, as to which it was disputed whether they were 
fixtures or net, consisted of electric light fittings and flag staff, which were 
admitted at the trial to pass under the mortgage, and two bioscopes only 


London City and Midland Bank, 1903, 2 K.B. 135, 





attached for the purpose of conveying the electric current which were 
admitted not to pass, and oil paintings in the hall, the screen upon which 
the pictures were thrown and the advertising board outside, and the seating 
accommodation. 

SarGant, J., after stating the facts, said: In my judgment on the 
evidence in this case there is no common mistake entitling the defendants 
to rectification and in these circumstances only four items remain for con- 
sideration. The first is the screen in the hall. This was a patent framed 
screen covered with linen cloth and fixed by blocks in the wall. Then there 
are the two pictures in the nature of fresco paintings, and four advertising 
boards fixed by screws to the hall posts. These are of small value and are 
in my view fixtures included in the mortgage. There remains the largest 
claim in respect of the seating of the hall. The seats are in blocks of four 
or eight, and have iron standards with iron feet firmly secured to the floor 
of the building. As they are firmly fixed to the floor the onus of showing 
that they are not fixtures rests on the plaintiffs. A very material circum- 
stance is the purpose for which they were fixed. When the article is no 
further attached to the land than by its own weight it is usually considered 
a mere chattel; but an article might be very firmly fixed to the land and 
yet the circumstances might show that it was never intended to be part 
of the land. The whole trend of authority is in the direction of these seats 
being fixtures, but the plaintiffs rely on Lyon and Co. v. The London City 
and Midland Bank, supra, which is also a case of chairs annexed to the 
freehold in a very similar manner. In that case it was held that the chairs 
did not cease to be chattels because they were secured down to the floor. 
That case is, however, distinguishable because in that case the chairs were 
the subject of a hiring agreement for twelve weeks. There could therefore 
have been no intention to do anything for the permanent advantage of the 
property. In this respect the agreement differed from a hire purchase 
agreement, where if and when the agreement is fully worked out the property 
hired becomes the property of the hirer. Here there is no question of a 
temporary user. The owner of the property is also the owner of the chairs. 
1 accordingly hold that the seats are fixtures.—CounsrL: Wilfrid Greene, 
K.C., and H. 7. Methold ; Galbraith, K.C., and Farwell, K.C. Sovtcrrors : 
Sharpe, Pritchard & Co., agents for William Shoosmith & Sons, of North- 
ampton; Smith, Fawdon & Low, agents for W. York Groves, Northampton. 


[Reported by L. M. May, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court—King’s Bench Division. 


LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL v. GAINSBOROUGH. Div. Court. 

13th April. 

Suors—SaLe or ConrecTtionrrY—C.Lostna Hours—Sunpays—SunDAY 
OxsservaAnce Act, 1677, 29 Car. 2, c. 7—Suors (Earty Cosine) Act, 
1920, 10 & 11 Geo. 5, c. 58, Sched. Part I, Art. 1 (¢)—Suors (EarRLy 
Ciosina) Act (1920) AmenpMeENT Act, 1921, 11 & 12 Geo. 5, c, 60, 8, 1. 


The expression ‘* week days other than Saturdays’’ in s. 1 of the Shope 
(Early Closing) Act (1920) Amendment Act, 1921, does not include Sundays, 
and the provisions in the Sunday Observance Act, 1667, with regard to the 
closing of shops on Sundays are not impliedly repealed by the subsequent 
legislation. : 


Case stated by a metropolitan police magistrate. An information was 
laid against the respondent, on the ground that, on Sunday, 30th April, 
1922, his shop was open for the sale of confectionery and sweets after 
8 p.m., contrary to the provisions of the Shops (Early Closing) Act (1920) 
Amendment Act, 1921. The material statutory provisions are as follows : 
3y the Shops (Early Closing) Act, 1920, it is enacted : ‘‘ Schedule—Part I. 
1.—(a) Every shop shall be closed for the serving of customers not later 
than 8 o’clock in the evening on every day othtr than Saturday and not 
later than 9 o’clock in the evening on Saturday, and in the case of a 
contravention of this provision the occupier of the shop shall be liable to 
a penalty.’’ By s. 1 of the Shops (Early Closing) Act (1920) Amendment 
Act, 1921, it is enacted: ‘‘ Part I and Part IL of the Schedule to the Shops 
(Early Closing) Act, 1920, shall have effect as though at the end of Article 2 
thereof the following words were inserted :—‘ or (4) The sale of fruit, table 
waters, sweets, chocolates, or other sugar confectionery, or ice cream, until 
9.30 p.m. on week days other than Saturdays, and 10 p.m. on Saturdays.’ ”’ 
The shop was not open after 9.30 p.m, on the occasion in question, It was, 
however, contended on behalf of the appellant council (1) that the phrase 
‘every day other than Sdturday’’ included Sunday, and that the phrase 
‘‘ week days other than Saturdays’’ meant week-days in the ordinary 
sense, i.e., days other than Sunday ; and (2) that the hours of closing on 
Sundays were not affected by the Act of 1921, but were governed by the 
Act of 1920 and were consequently still 8 p.m. It was contended on 
behalf of the respondent that these statutes did not affect the regulations 
respecting the closing of shops on Sundays as enacted by the Sunday 
Observance Act, 1677, which, in effect, provided that wares should not be 
exposed for sale on that day, and that the closing of shops on Sunday 
was governed solely by that statute. The magistrate held (1) that the 
Acts of 1920 and 1921 did not apply to Sundays, because to hold otherwise 
would be to hold that the Sunday Observance Act, 1577, was impliedly 
repealed ; and (2) that if the Acts of 1920 and 1921 applied, the words 
‘‘ week days other than Saturdays ’’ in the Act of 1921 included Sundays, 
and that the sweets ceuld therefore be sold up to 9.30 p.m. on Sundays, 
He dismissed the summons, but stated this case. 
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Lord Hewanrt, C.J., delivering judgment, said that it was one thing to 
say that Sunday was a day of the week and another thing to say that it was 
a week-day. In the Shops Act, 1913, week-days were distinguished from 
Sundays. He could not doubt that the phrase ‘every day other than 
Saturday ’’ included Sunday, and that the phrase ‘‘ week-days other than 
Saturday ’’ excluded Sunday. It had been contended that to hold what 
he was now holding involved the view that the Sunday Observance Act, 
1677, had been pro tanto impliedly repealed by these later statutes. He 
did not think that that conclusion followed. It might well be that the 
practice with regard to that statute was different in different parts of the 
country, but the statute remained, and, as something cognate and not 
repugnant to its provisions, there came the later legislation as to hours of 
closing. 
and that the case ought to be sent back to him with a direction to convict. 

Avory, J., delivering a judgment to the same effect, said that, in his 
view, the recent legislation did not operate as a repeal of the Sunday 
Observance Act, especially having regard to the amendment of that statute. 
Prosecutions under the Act of 1677 were seldom undertaken, and there was, 
therefore, no inconsistency in saying that although a man might be liable 
if he opened his shop at all on Sunday, he should be liable to a particular 
penalty if he kept it open after a certain hour on Sunday evening. 

Rocue, J., concurred, and the appeal allowed.—CounsEL : H. D. Roome ; 
J. B. Matthews, K.C., and P. Quass. Souicrrors: D. P. Andrews ; 
S. Landman, 


’ 


[Reported by J. L. Duntson, Barrister-at-Law.] 


CALDWELL v. JONES. Div. Court. 9th May. 

InToxIcatina Liqvuor—ConsUMPTION DURING PRo- 
InroxIcattInc Liquor Not PuRCHASED ON PREMISES 
“Consume ’’—Licenstne Act, 1921, 11 & 12 


Licensina Acts 
HIBITED Hours 
WHERE CONSUMED 
Geo. 5, c. 42, ss. 4, 5. 


The restrictions imposed by s. 4 of the Licensing Act, 1921, upon the con- 
sumption of intoxicating liquor on any licensed premises or club extend to 
intoxicating liquor which has not been supplied upon the premises, but which 
has been introduced from elsewhere. 


Case stated by the Liverpool Stipendiary Magistrate. 

An information was preferred against the three respondents in this case 
for unlawfully consuming intoxicating liquor on unlicensed premises during 
prohibited hours. On 9th December, 1922, two police officers entered the 
premises in question at 5.3 p.m., and found the three respondents in a small 
parlour consuming whiskey from a bottle which one of them had introduced 
into the premises from elsewhere. The whiskey was mixed with soda water, 
which had been supplied by the barmaid. The whiskey had been added to 
the soda water without the knowledge of the barmaid and in her absence 
(the licensee not being upon the premises at the time). The magistrate 
dismissed the informations, but stated this case. The appellant contended 
that an offence had been committed under s. 4 of the Licensing Act, 1921, 
and that the consumption of intoxicating liquor upon licensed premises 
except in conformity with the exceptions provided for in s. 5 was absolutely 
prohibited. By s. 4 it is provided that, subject to the provisions of Part I 
of the Act, no person shall except during the permitted hours “ (a) either 
by himself, or by any servant or agent, sell or supply to any person in any 
licensed premises or club any intoxicating liquor to be consumed either on 
or off the premises; or () consume in or take from any such premises or 
club any intoxicating liquor.” By s. 5 it is provided that: ‘‘ Nothing 
in the foregoing provisions of this part of this Act shall be deemed to 
prohibit or restrict—(a) the sale or supply to or consumption by, any person 
of intoxicating liquor in any licensed premises or club where he is residing ; 
or (6) the ordering of intoxicating liquor to be consumed off the premises, 
or the despatch by the vendor of liquor so ordered; or (c) the supply of 
intoxicating liquor for consumption on licensed premises to any private 
friends of the holder of the licence bond fide entertained by him at his own 
expense, or the consumption of intoxicating liquor by persons so supplied ; 
or (d) the consumption of intoxicating liquor with a meal by any person 
in any licensed premises or club at any time within half-an-hour after 
the conclusion of the permitted hours, provided that the liquor was supplied 
during permitted hours and served at the same time as the meal and for 
consumption at the meal; or (e) the sale of intoxicating liquor to a trader 
for the purposes of his trade, or to a club for the purposes of the club ; 
or (f) the sale or supply of intoxicating liquor to or in naval or military 
canteens or messes of officers or non-commissioned officers of the naval, 
military, or air forces.’’ 

Lord Hewart, C.J., delivering judgment, said that in his view the word 
“consume ’’ in s. 4 must be read in its natural and ordinary sense. The 
statute was, in his view, intended to provide an interval during the afternoon 
when intoxicating liquor should not be sold or supplied, and he saw nothing 
to prevent the section from being read so as to extend to the case of the 
purchase of liquor shortly before closing time and the consumption thereof 
during prohibited hours upon licensed premises other than those where the 
liquor was purchased. In his view the appeal must be allowed. 


Rocus and Branson, JJ., delivered judgment to the same effect, and the 
appeal was allowed.—Counset: W. Hanbury Aggs. Soxictrors: 


F. Venn & Co., for Walter Moon, Liverpool. 
[Reported by J. L. Danison, Barrister-at-Law.) 


In these circumstances he thought that the magistrate was wrong, | 





Societies. 


The Law Society. 
NOTICE. 


The Annual General Meeting of the members of The Law Society will 
be held in the Hall of the Society on Friday, the 6th day of July next, 
at 2 p.m. 


The following are the names of the Members of the Council retiring by 
rotation :— 
Mr. Carslake. Mr. Peake. 
Mr. Herbert Gibson. Mr. Peck. 
Mr. Hickley. Mr. Poole. 
Mr. Martineau. Mr. Samson. 
Mr. May. Sir Richard Taylor. 


So far as is known they will be nominated for re-election. 
There are four other vacancies, caused by the deaths of Mr. Botterell, 
Mr. Budd, Mr. Garrett and Sir A. K. Rollit. 
By Order. 


E. R. Coox, 


Law Society’s Hall, Secretary. 


3lst May. 





Gray’s Inn Moot Society. 


A Moot will be held in Gray’s Inn Hall on Monday, the 4th of June, 
at 8.30 p.m. before G. J. Tatbot, Esq., K.C. 

A sold to B land in which A had sunk a well, reserving to A the exclusive 
right to take water from the well for the supply of A’s house. C entered 
upon the land without title and occupied it without paying rent for fifteen 
years, during the whole of which time A took water from the well without 
any interference by C. At the end of the fifteen years C sank, and drew 
water from, a well in another part of the land and thereby dried up A’s 
well. 

A sues C for damages and an injunction. 

Judgment for the defendant on the principle of Chasemore v. Richards, 
7 H.L. Cas. 349. 

A appeals. 

All Members of the four Inns of Court are invited to attend. 

Twe “ Counsel ’’ will be heard for each of the parties. 

The procedure will be in accordance with the practice of the Court of 


Appeal. 








Rent and Mortgage Interest 


Restrictions. 


A Bill to amend and prolong the duration of the Increase of Rent and 
Mortgage Interest (Restrictions) Act, 1920, and any enactment amending 
that Act, and to make provision as to the rent and recovery of possession 
of premises in certain cases after the expiry of that Act, and for purposes 
in connection therewith. 

, Part I. 

AMENDMENT AND PROLONGATION OF DuRATION OF PRiNcrPaL Act. 

Be it enacted by the King’s most Excellent Majesty, by and with the 
advice and consent of the Lords Spiritual and Temporal, and Commons, 
in this present Parliament assembled, and by the authority of the same, 
as follows :-— 

1. Prolongation of duration of principal Act.]—Subject to the provisions 
of this Act, the Increase of Rent and Mortgage Interest (Restrictions) Act 
1920 [10 & 11 Geo. 5, c. 17] (hereinafter referred to as the principal Act) 
shall continue in force until the twenty-fourth day of June, nineteen 
hundred and twenty-five. 

2. Exclusion of dwelling-houses from application of principal Act in 
certain cases.}—(1) Where the landlord of a dwelling-house to which the 
principal Act applies is in possession of the whole of the dwelling-house 
at the passing of this Act, or comes into possession of the whole of the 
dwelling-house at any time after the passing of this Act, then from and 
after the passing of this Act, or from and after the date when the landlord 
subsequently comes into ion, as the case may be, the principal Act 
shall cease to apply to the dwelling-house. 

(2) Where the landlord of a dwelling-house to which the principal Act 
applies grants to the tenant a valid lease of the dwelling-house for aterm 
ending at some date after the twenty-fourth day of June, nineteen hundred 
and twenty-five, or enters into a valid agreement with the tenant for a 
tenancy for such a term, the principal Act shall, as from the commencement 
of the term, cease to apply to the dwelling-house, and nothing in the 
principal Act shall be taken as preventing or invalidating the payment 
of any agreed sum as part of the consideration for such lease or agreement : 

Provided that where part of the dwelling-house is lawfully sub-let at the 
commencement of the term, and is a dwelling-house to which the principal 
Act applies, that part shall, notwithstanding es in the foregoing 
provisions of this subsection, continue to be a dwelling-house to which 
the principal Act applies. 








cr =o + 


2s 


y 


er 


Yr — a 


Se SS VS Se 


rvs ewewes SY Sr rer Ee CUD 











June 2, 1923 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 





(Vol. 67] 597 














(3) From and after the passing of this Act, the principal Act shall not 
apply to a house or part of a house let as a separate dwelling if the house 
or the part of the house, as the case may be, consists wholly of premises 
licensed for the sale of intoxicating liquor. 


3. Restriction on right to possession.|—Subsection (1) of section five of 
the principal Act (which relates to restriction on right to possession) shall 
from and after the passing of this Act have effect subject to the following 
amendments :— 

(a) for paragraph (5) the following paragraph shall be substituted— 
**(6) the tenant or any person residing or lodging with him or 
being his sub-tenant has been guilty of conduct which is a nuisance 
or annoyance to adjoining occupiers, or has been convicted of using 
the premises or allowing the premises to be used for an immoral or 
illegal purpose, or the condition of the dwelling-house has, in the 
opinion of the court, deteriorated owing to acts of waste by or the 
neglect or default of the tenant or any such person, and, where such 
person is a lodger or sub-tenant, the court is satisfied that the tenant 
has not, before the making or giving of the order or judgment, taken 
such steps as he ought reasonably to have taken for the removal of 
the lodger or sub-tenant ; or” 
(6) for paragraph (d) the following paragraph shall be substituted— 
“‘(d) the dwelling-house is reasonably required by the landlord 
for occupation as a residence for himself or for any of his children 
or for any person bona fide residing with him or for some person 
engaged or to be engaged in his whole time employment or in the 
whole time employment of some tenant from him and (except as 
otherwise provided by this subsection) the court is satisfied that 
alternative accommodation reasonably suitable to the residential 
and other needs of the tenant and his family is available; or” 
(c) for paragraph (e) the following paragraph shall be substituted— 
‘“*(e) the dwelling-house is reasonably required for the purpose 
of the execution of the statutory duties or powers of a local authority, 
or statutory undertaking, or for any purpose which, in the opinion 
of the court, is in the public interest, and the court in either case 
is satisfied as aforesaid as respects alternative accommodation; or’”’ 
(d) the following paragraph shall be added at the end of paragraph (g)— 
(h) “the tenant without the consent of the landlord has at any 
time after the thirty-first day of July, nineteen hundred and twenty- 
three, assigned or sub-let the whole of the dwelling-house or sub-let 
part of the dwelling-house, the remainder being already sub-let”’ ; 
(e) in paragraph (ii) the words “‘ or to be engaged’ shall be inserted 
after the word “‘ engaged.”’ 
(f) the following paragraphs shall be substituted for paragraph (iv) :— 
‘** (iv) where the landlord became the landlord before the thirtieth 
day of June, nineteen hundred and twenty-two; or 
**(v) where the landlord became the landlord on or after the thirtieth 
day of June, nineteen hundred and twenty-two, and the court is 
satisfied that greater hardship would be caused by refusing to grant 
an order or judgment for possession than by granting it.’’ 


4. Suspension of increase of rent on ground of disrepair.—Where the 
tenant of a dwelling-house to which the principal Act applies has obtained 
from the sanitary authority a certificate that the house is not in a reasonable 
state of repair, and has served a copy of the certificate upon the landlord, 
it shall be a good defence to any claim against the tenant for the payment 
of any increase of rent permitted under paragraph (c) or paragraph (d) 
of subsection (1) of section two of the principal Act in respect of any sub- 
sequent rental period that the house was not in a reasonable state of repair 
during that period, and in any proceedings against the tenant for the 
enforcement of such claim (including proceedings for recovery of possession 
or ejectment on the ground of non-payment of rent sofar as the rent unpaid 
includes such increase), the production of the said certificate shall be 
sufficient evidence that the house was and continues to be in the condition 
therein mentioned unless the contrary is proved : 

Provided that this section shall not apply in any case where and so 
far as the condition of the house is due to the tenant’s neglect or default 
or breach of express agreement. 


5. Notice of increase of rent.—(1) The county court shall have power 
to amend a notice of intention to increase rent, whether served before or 
after the passing of this Act, by correcting any errors and supplying any 
omissions therein, on such terms and conditions as respects arrears of 
rent or otherwise as appear to the court to be just and reasonable, and 
if the court so directs, the notice as so amended shall have effect and be 
deemed to have had effect as a valid notice. 

(2) The form of notice in the First Schedule to the principal Act shall 
be amended by the substitution of the words ‘“‘date of service of this 
notice ” for the words “‘ date of this notice.” 


6. Permitted increases of rent of sub-tenancies.|—(1) Where part of a 
dwelling-house to which the principal Act applies is lawfully sub-let, and the 
part so sub-let is also a dwelling-house to which the principal Act applies 
then in addition to any increases permitted by paragraphs (a) to (e) of 
sub-section (1) of section two of the principal Act, an amount not exceeding 
ten per cent. of the net rent of the dwelling-house comprised in the sub- 
tenancy shall be deemed to be a permitted increase in the case of that 
dwelling-house, and an amount equivalent to five per cent. of the net rent 
of the dwelling-house comprised in the sub-tenancy shall be deemed to be a 
permitted increase in the case of the dwelling-house comprised in the 
tenancy. 











(2) In subsection (6) of section two of the principal Act the expression 
“landlord ” shall, in relation to a sub-tenancy, be taken to include not 
only the person who is immediate landlord of the sub-tenant but also the 
landlord of that person. 


7. Amount of rates where rates compounded.|—Where under or by virtue 
of any Act a commission, abatement or deduction’ is allowed to the landlord 
on payment of any rates which are, or but for the provisions of any Act 
would be, chargeable on the tenant, the amount of the rates payable or 
paid by the landlord shall, for the purposes of the principal Act, be taken 
to be the amount at which they are assessed, notwithstanding the allowance 
of any such commission, abatement or deduction. 


8. Amendment of s. 7 of principal Act.]—The following proviso shall be 
substituted for proviso (ii) to section seven of the principal Act (which 
relates to restriction on the calling in of mortgages) :— 

(ii) if the mortgagee satisfies the county court that his security is 
seriously diminishing in value, or is otherwise in jeopardy, or that the 
immediate realisation of the security is necessary for the due administra- 
tion of the estate of a deceased person or the execution of a trust, and 
that on any of those grounds it is reasonable that the mortgage should 
be called in and enforced, the court may by order authorise him to call 
in and enforce the same, and thereupon this section shall not apply to 
such mortgage ; but any such order may be made subject to a condition 
that it shall not take effect if the mortgagor, within such time as the 
court directs, pays to the mortgagee such portion of the principal sum 
secured as appears to the court to correspond to the diminution of the 
security or to be immediately required for the due administration of the 
estate or the execution of the trust. 


9. Excessive charges for furniture, &c., taken over in connexion with 
tenancies.|—(1) Where the- purchase of any furniture or other articles is 
required as a condition of the grant, renewal, or continuance of a tenancy 
or sub-tenancy of a dwelling-house to which the principal Act applies. if the 
price demanded exceeds the reasonable price of the articles, the excess shall 
be treated as if it were a fine or premium required to be paid as a condition 
of the grant, renewal or continuance, and the provisions of section eight of 
the principal Act, including penal provisions, shall apply accordingly. 

(2) Where a tenant who by virtue of the principal Act retains possession 
of a dwelling-house to which that Act applies requires that furniture or 
other articles shall be purchased as a condition of giving up possession, if 
the price demanded exceeds the reasonable price of the articles the excess 
shall be treated as a sum asked to be paid as a condition of giving up 
possession, and the provisions of subsection (2) of section fifteen of the 
principal Act (including penal provisions) shall apply accordingly. 

10. Amendment of provisions of the principal Act as to houses let with 
furniture, &c.}—(1) For the purposes of proviso (i) to subsection (2) of 
section twelve of the principal Act (which relates to the exclusign of dwelling- 
houses from the principal Act in certain circumstances), a dwelling-house 
shall not be deemed to be bona fide let at a rent which includes payments 
in respect of attendance or the use of furniture unless the amount of rent 
which is fairly attributable to the attendance or the use of the furniture, 
regard being had to the value of the same to the tenant, forms a substantial 
portion of the whole rent. 

(2) In sections nine and ten of the principal Act (which relate to limita- 
tion of rent of houses let with furniture and penalties for excessive charges 
for such lettings) the expressiops “‘landlord’’ and ‘“tenant’’ shall 
respectively be substituted for the expressions ‘‘ lessor ’’ and “‘ lessee.”’ 


11. Power of county court to determine questions as to standard rent, &c.|— 
(1) The county court shall have power on the application of a landlord or 
a tenant to determine summarily any questions as to the amount of the 
rent, standard rent or net rent of any dwelling-house to which the principal 
Act applies, or as to the increase of rent permitted under that Act or this 
Part of this Act. 

(2) The Lord Chancellor may, by rules and directions made and given 
under section seventeen of the principal Act, provide for any questions 
arising under or in connection with the principal Act or this Part of this 
Act being referred by consent of the parties interested for final determina- 
tion by the judge or registrar of a county court sitting as an arbitrator or 
by an arbitrator appointed by such judge. 

Part II, 
RESTRICTIONS AFTER Exrrry or Principan Act. 

12. Restriction on right to possession in certain casex after the expiry of 
the principal Act.|—(1) If proceedings are taken against the person who 
on the twenty-fourth day of June, nineteen hundred and twenty-five, is 
tenant of a dwelling-house to which the principal Act then applies (herein- 
after referred to as ‘“‘ the sitting tenant ’’) for the recovery of possession 
of the dwelling-house or for the ejectment of the tenant therefrom at any 
time after that day, should it appear to the court that the proceedings 
are harsh or oppressive or that exceptional hardship would be caused to 
the sitting tenant by the making or giving of an order or judgment for 
possession or ejectment, the court may refuse to make or give such an 
order or judgment or may adjourn the application for or stay or suspend 
execution of any such order or judgment or postpone the date of possession 
for such period or periods, and subject to such conditions as it thinks 
proper, and if such conditions are complied with the court may, if it thinks 
fit, discharge or rescind any such order or judgment. 

(2) For the purpose of the exercise of its jurisdiction under this section, 
the court may direct that the tenancy of the sitting tenant shall be treated 
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as @ subsisting tenancy notwithstanding the determination of the same 
by any notice to quit or similar notice or otherwise and may set aside and 
annul any such notice accordingly, and shall have power to determine 
what increase of rent (if any) is fair and reasonable, regard being had to the 
character and condition of the dwelling-house and the rents of similar 
dwelling-houses in the locality. 

(3) In any such proceedings an order or judgment for possession or 
ejectment against the sitting tenant of the dwelling-house shall not, unless 
the court otherwise directs, be operative against a sitting tenant of a part 
of the dwelling-house which, on the twenty-fourth day of June, nineteen 
hundred and twenty-five, is lawfully sub-let to him and is a separate 
dwelling-house to which the principal Act applies, and the court shall in 
relation to that part of the dwelling-house and the sitting tenant thereof 
have all the like powers and jurisdiction as it has in relation to the whole 
dwelling-house and the sitting tenant thereof. 

(4) In order to assist the court in the determination of questions arising 
under this part of this Act in relation to the rent, character or condition 
of dwelling-houses, the Minister of Health may establish reference com- 
mittees to whom such questions may be referred by the court for 
consideration and report, as the court thinks proper. 

(5) The foregoing provisions of this section shall not apply to proceedings 
against a sitting tenant under the Small Tenements Recovery Act, 1838 
[1 & 2 Vict. c. 74], and any such proceedings shall, on the application of 
the sitting tenant, be discontinued, subject to any provision that may be 
made by rules under this Part of this Act for transfer to the county court. 


13. Reduction of rent pending the execution of repairs.|—(1) If the 
county court on the application of a sitting tenant is satisfied by the 
production of a certificate of the sanitary authority and such further 
evidence (if any) as may be adduced that the dwelling-house is not in a 
reasonable state of repair and that the condition of the dwelling-house is 
not due to the tenant’s neglect or default or breach of agreement, the court 
may order that the rent shall be reduced until the court is satisfied on 
the report of the sanitary authority or otherwise that the necessary repairs 
(other than any repairs for which the tenant is liable) have been executed, 
and subject to the terms of the order the rent shall be payable at such 
reduced rate as may be specified therein until the court is so satisfied. 

(2) The powers of the county court under this section may be exercised 
by the court in any proceedings against a sitting tenant to which the last 
preceding section of this Act applies. 

14. Regulations as to reference committees.}—(1) The constitution, juris- 
diction and procedure of reference committees established under this Part 
of this Act shall be such as may be prescribed by regulations made by the 
Minister of Health. 

(2) In addition to any questions that may be referred to a reference 
committee by the county court under this Part of this Act, provision may 
be made by the regulations for the reference to and determination by a 
reference committee of any questions in relation to the rent payable. or 
to be paid by a sitting tenant which may be submitted to them by the 
tenant and landlord. 

(3) Every regulation so made shall be laid before both Houses of 
Parliament as soon as may be after it is made, and if an Address is presented 
to His Majesty by either of those Houses within twenty-one days on which 
that House has sat next after any such regulation is laid before it, praying 
that the regulation may be annulled or modified, His Majesty in Council 
may annul or modify the regulation, and if annulled it shall thenceforth 
be void, and if modified it shall thenceforth have effect as so modified, 
but without prejudice to the validity of anything previously done 
thereunder, 

15. Rules as to procedure.|—The Lord Chancellor may make such rules 
and give such directions as he thinks fit for the purpose of giving full effect 
to the provisions of this Part of this Act relative to legal proceedings. 


16. Duration of Part 11.|—This Part of this Act shali continue in force 
until the twenty-fourth day of June, nineteen hundred and thirty : 

Provided that if a resolution is passed by both Houses of Parliament 
for the repeal of this Part of this Act on some earlier date, it shall be lawful 
for His Majesty in Council to repeal this Part of this Act on such date as 
may be specified in that behalf in the resolution. 

Parr III. 
GENERSL. 

17. Certificates of sanitary authorities and definition of repairs.|—(1) For 
the purposes of the principal Act and this Act, a certificate of a sanitary 
authority as to the condition of a dwelling-house shall specify what works 
(if any) require to be executed in order to put the dwelling-house into a 
reasonable state of repair, and on any application to a sanitary authority 
for a certificate or report for the purposes aforesaid a fee of one shilling 
shall be payable, but if the authority, as a result of such application, issues 
a certificate to a tenant, the tenant shall be entitled to deduct the fee from 
any subsequent payment of rent. 

(2) An instrument purporting to be a certificate of a sanitary authority 
or of a county agricultural committee and to be signed by an officer of the 
authority or committee shall, without further proof, be taken to be a 
certificate of the authority or committee unless the contrary is proved, 

(3) For the purposes of this Act the expression “‘ repairs’’ means any 
repairs required for the purpose of keeping premises in good and tenantable 
repair, and any premises in such a state shall be deemed to be in a reasonable 
state of repair, and the landlord shall be deemed to be responsible for any 
repairs for which the tenant is not liable. 
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18. Application to Scotland.|—This Act shall apply to Scotland subject 
to the following modifications :— 

(a) The twenty-eighth day of May shall be substituted for the twenty- 
fourth day of June; the Scottish Board of Health shall be substituted 
for the Minister of Health ; references to the registrar of a county court 
shall not apply; and ‘‘exciseable liquor’’ shall be substituted for 
* intoxicating liquor ’’ ; 

(6) For removing doubts it is hereby declared that nothing in the 
principal Act affects the operation of the House Letting and Rating 
(Scotland) Act, 1920, and the reference in subsection (2) of section one 
of the last mentioned Act to the provisions of Acts repealed by the 
principal Act shall be construed as a reference to the provisions of section 
three of the principal Act. 

19. Short title, construction and extent.|—This Act may be cited as the 
Rent and Mortgage Interest Restrictions Act, 1923, and shall be construed 
as one with the principal Act, save that this Act shall not apply to Ireland, 
and the principal Act, the Increase of Rent and Mortgage Interest Restric- 
tions (Continuance) Act, 1923, and this Act may be cited together as the 
Rent and Mortgage Interest Restrictions ‘Acts, 1920 and 1923. 








The American Lawyers’ Visit. 


THE COMPARATIVE STUDY OF CRIME. 


A special committee of the American Bar Association, says The Times, 
has arrived in England with the object of making a comparative study 
of crime conditions in England and the English criminal code. The 
committee consists of the following: Mr. Charles S. Whitman, formerly 
tovernor of New York State and, earlier, the district attorney in New 
York City; Judge Marcus Kavanagh, a member of the Superior Court 
in Chicago; Mr. Wade H. Ellis, formerly Attorney-General of Ohio, 
and chief assistant to the Attorney-General of the United States; and 
Dr. Adolph Momaelesser, the former surgeon-in-chief of the American 
Red Cross, who will act as medical adviser to the committee. The legal 
members of the committee will watch the trial of criminal cases in the 
courts, visit some of the penal institutions, and make a general inquiry 
from the heads of the police service and others, while Dr. Monaelesser will 
occupy himself with a study of our system for dealing with mental defectives, 
criminal lunatics, etc. 

This investigation is the complement to a detailed inquiry, made by 
practically the same committee in the United States, and to some extent 
in Canada last year. In the United States, as in some other countries, 
there was a decided rise in the curve of crime, and, in particular, crimes 
by violence, in the years that immediately followed the war, and the 
American Bar Association, at its meeting in 1921, decided to make a detailed 
survey of the question of law enforcement. The committee made several 
important recommendations for speeding up the trial of criminals. They 
declared war on the system of * coddling ’’ prisoners, as one of the com- 
mittee expressed it. The thing to be aimed at, in their opinion, is to 
make the criminal law swift, sure, and, as regards punishment, adequate. 
It is interesting to observe that one of the factors they found militating 
against expedition in the Courts of the United States was the enforce- 
ment of the Prohibition Law. The courts were to a large extent clogged 
by Prohibition infringements, and more serious cases were regularly held 
up on that’account. 

After their British investigation the committee will proceed to France, 
and probably Belgium, Holland, and Switzerland, concluding their inquiry 
in time to report to the next meeting of the Bar Association at Minneapolis 
in August. 

AT THE CENTRAL CRIMINAL COURT. 


At the opening of the May Session of the Central Criminal Court on 
Tuesday, the Recorder (Sir Ernest Wild, K.C.) was accompanied on the 
Bench by the American visitors. 

The Recorder, at the outset of his address to the Grand Jury, said it 
would interest their friends from the United States to know that the Central 
Criminal Court was the greatest Assize Court in the United Kingdom. 
It had jurisdiction over seven or eight millions of people. He never 
criticized proposed legislation; their business was to administer the law 
as they found it. But he was entitled at this juncture to point out that 
supposing the Grand Jury were abolished for the Central Criminal Court 
no inhabitant of London or Middlesex would have any tribunal before 
which a voluntary bill might be preferred. Further, supposing the abolition 
of the Grand Jury for the Central Criminal Court, and not for other Assize 
Courts throughout the country, inhabitants of London or Middlesex would 
find themselves injuriously affected as compared, for example, with the 
people of Rutland or Huntingdon, in that there would be no Grand Jury 
at the Central Criminal Court to sift a case. 





Sir William Garth, K.C., of Oakwood Court, Kensington, W., for many 
years a leading figure at the Calcutta Bar, and latterly practising in England 
before the Privy Council, who died at Brighton on 20th February, aged 68, 
left estate valued for probate at £90,000 gross, with net personalty £89,707, 
He left : £250 to the Barristers’ Benevolent Association, and £100 to each 
servant in his service at his decease, if of over 12 months’ service and not 
under notice. 
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Certified Accountants’ Dinner. 


The London Association of Accountants (the Certified Accountants) held 
their annual dinner at the Holborn Restaurant on Tuesday. Mr. F. R. 
Maddox presided. Mr. J. M. Biggar proposed the toast of “‘ The Houses 
of Parliament,’’ to which Mr. John Hinds, M.P., replying, said that in 
order to get a good House of Commons it was necessary to have a strong 
Opposition, and because of such an Opposition he thought the present 
House was better than its predecessor. Mrs. Wintringham, M.P., who also 
replied, congratulated the Association on admitting women to its 
membership. 

Mr. John Murray, M.P., proposed ‘‘ The British Dominions, Colonies, and 
Protectorates,’’ to which Sir Edgar Walton, High Commissioner for South 
Africa, replied. He said it was difficult for people who had never been in 
the Dominions to understand the intensity of the feelings of the people 
there for the Mother Country. 

Among those present were: Lady Walton, Sir Ryland Adkins, M.P., 
Major and Mrs. Rigg, Sir Adrian Poliock, Mr. and Mrs. W. H. Eggett, 
Sir Sydney and Lady Chapman, Sir Acton and Lady Blake, Mrs. John 
Murray, Mrs. John Hinds, Mr. and Mrs. Clem Edwards, Mr. A. Alderton, 
Mr. C. M. Jennings, and Captain Poone. 








The Indemnity Bill. 


The following is the amended form of clause 1 of this Bill :—- 

1. Indemnity for action taken under Restoration of Order in Ireland 
Regulation 148.—(1) No action or other legal proceeding whatsoever, 
whether civil or criminal, shall be instituted in any court of law against 
any person for, or on account of, or in respect of the issue before the passing 
of this Act, of any order purporting to have been made in pursuance of 
Regulation 148 purporting to have been made under the Restoration of 
Order in Ireland Act, 1920, or for, on account of or in respect of any act 
done for the purpose of carrying any such order into effect; and if any 
such proceeding has been instituted, whether before or after the passing 
of this Act, it shall be discharged and made void. Subject in the case 
of a proceeding instituted before the seventeenth day of May, nineteen 
hundred and twenty-three, to such order as to costs as a court or a judge 
thereof may think fit to make :— 

Provided that any person who, in pursuance of any such order, has 
been deported to Ireland since the sixth day of December, nineteen hundred 
and twenty-two, and therein interned, shall be entitled within three months 
after the passing of this Act to claim compensation for any loss or damage 
he may have sustained in consequence of suth deportation and internment, 
or in respect of any act done for the purpose of carrying such order into 
effect, and the amount of such compensation shall be assessed on the 
principles on which damages would be assessed at common law in a common 
law action for trespass excluding any statutory minimum and awarded 
by a tribunal consisting of three persons (of whom one shall be a person 
who holds or has held high judicial office) appointed by the Lord Chief 
Justice of England, or, in cases of persons deported from Scotland, by 
the Lord President of the Court of Session, and the decision of such a 
tribunal shall be final. 

(2) A person may be compelled to attend and give evidence or produce 
documents in proceedings before any such tribunal in like manner as 
in proceedings before an arbitrator, and the tribunal shall have power 
to require any person appearing before them to give evidence on oath 
and to authorise any person to administer an oath for that purpose, and 
the tribunal shall have power to award and assess such sums by way of 
costs as they in their discretion may think fit. 








Co-Partnership Scheme. 


Shares for Brunner, Mond’s Employees. 


Shares not exceeding 100,000 in number are, says The Times, to be 
offered to the staff and workpeople of Brunner, Mond & Co., Limited, at a 
— to be fixed by the directors, but not below par. This was decided 

y a resolution presented by Mr. E. W. Roscoe Brunner, the chairman, 
at the annual meeting of the company recently at Liverpool. 

The Chairman described it as a real scheme of co-partnership. The 
directors thought the future prosperity of the company would be increased 
if more of their employees were interested in the prosperity. Human 
nature being what it was, the argument was unanswerable that a man 
would do better work if his work benefited himself directly. Labour 
leaders should welcome increases in profits and capital of employing 
companies, because it led to the employment of more men. The shift 
men were 121 per cent. above pre-war and the day men’s wages were 
104 per cent. above, so that it seemed to him these men had very little to 
grumble at. The men had surpassed their previous fine record, and 99,3 
per cent. had earned the holiday with a loss of not more than two days’ 
work in the year. 

At the moment there was a lull in the upward trend of trade, said 
Mr. Brunner, but he thought we could look forward to an improvement. 
Any possible slump would be small and would not last long. 
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Somerset House Power of Arrest. 


The following letter from ‘‘ Senex ’’ appeared in The Times of the 24th ult. 

Now that we are once again reminded of the abuse by the Execucive 
of their powers, it seems a fitting moment to draw public attention to the 
fact that a relic of the dark ages still exists in our midst in the form of 
s. 165 of the Income Tax Act, 1918. it will surprise most people to know, 
not only that under it imprisonment for debt still exists, but that without 
reference to a magistrate or any court of law the General Commissioner for 
Income Tax (which, of course, really means a Somerset House official) can 
have a citizen who has not paid his tax arrested, committed to prison, and 
kept there without bail until payment be made. 

Quite recently I came across a case when the arrest actually was made, 
and only the fact that the man’s employer arranged a sufficient sum to 
have him released saved him; for, apparently, under the law he might 
have passed the rest of his days in gaol. No such power should, of course, 
be vested in any bureaucrat, and the sooner some of our legislators have 
the Act amended, the better. This year’s Finance Bill provides the 
opportunity. 








London Building Restrictions. 


Mr. Delissa Joseph, F.R.I.B.A., says The Times, read a paper entitled 
“ Building heights and ancient lights’’ on Monday, the 28th ult., before 
the Royal Institute of British Architects. He said that, the recent con- 
centration of attention on the subject of higher buildings for Central London 
had its origin in 1920, when “a very suggestive paragraph appeared in the 
Estate Market column of 7'he Times asking whether the time had not 
arrived when the London Building Act should be so modified as to allow 
the erection of higher buildings in London.’’ Correspondence in The Times 
was followed by his paper on the subject in 1920. Since then the Royal 
Institute of British Architects had appointed a committee to study the 
Building Act, and that committee had reported favouring 120 feet in streets 
and 150 feet facing open spaces as the permissible height of buildings. 

Mr. Joseph, having reviewed the arguments for and against higher 
buildings, said that the fuller development of sites by higher buildings 
would yield an immense sum for street improvement or other public 
purposes. Landlords might derive more from sites, but they would have 
to pay heavily in taxes on the increased income. 

The development’ of London was still retarded by the law of “ Ancient 
Lights.’ He outlined a scheme which, in his opinion, provided what is 
needed—namely, a legal procedure which, whilst protecting all existing 
rights of surrounding owners, would enable a building owner definitely to 
ascertain his position before be began building. The desired reform would, 
no doubt, be embodied in a Bill which was now being drafted. Height 
and light limitation, as defined by existing enactments and decisions, 
obstructed the development of London, and the removal of the restraints 
was not a local but a national, even an Imperial, question, affecting as it 
did the business area of the capital. 

A discussion followed. 


Lieutenant-Colonel Henry Anthony Birrell-Anthony, V.D., J.P., of 
Glenthorne, Thame, Oxon., solicitor, lately commanding the ist Battalion 
Monmouthshire Regiment, who saw service in France and Belgium during 
the war, and who died on 30th December, aged 62, left estate of the gross 
value of £72,715, with net personalty £22,369. The testator left: Land 
at St. Jean, near Ypres, and a sum not exceeding £1,000, on trust for a 
memorial to his only son, Henry Birrell-Anthony, and other officers and men 
of the lst Monmouthshire Regiment who gave their lives for their country ; 
£100 to Anthelme Fataud, of Rue Terninck, Antwerp, who acted as his 
interpreter in France and Belgium during the war, ‘‘in memory of the 
happy times we had together ’’; and £100 to Sister Healey, in recognition 
of her great kindness to his late wife. 


—— 
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Stock Exchange Prices of certain 
Trustee Securities. 








A Guaranteed -- | 108 
% Preference ee 1054 


Southern Railway 5 
Southern Railway 5 


Bank Rate 3%. Next London Stock Exchange Settlement, 
Thursday, 14th June. 
| MIDDLE INTEREST 
| sotn'May. | YHRLD. 
English Government _ewene £s. d. 
Consols 24% ee -» | 594 4 4 6 
War Loan 5% 1929- 47 os ve oe 10134 419 0 
War Loan 44% 1925-45... ‘ ee 984 411 6 
War Loan 4% (Tax free) 1929- 42. o< 100% 319 0 
War Loan 34% Ist March 1928 .. ee 953 |313 0 
Funding 4% Loan 1960-90 93% 4 6 0 
Victory 4% Bonds (available at par for 
Estate Duty ) ee 944 45 0 
Conversion 34% Loan 1961 or after oe 81 4 6 6 
Local Loans 3% 1912 or after ee es 69} 4 7 0 
India 54% 15th ey 1932 oe oe 103} 5 6 0 
India 44% 1950-55 .. ee os 91 419 0 
India 34% .. es oe ee oe 72 417 6 
India 3° oa - os we - 62 416 6 
Colonial Securities. 
British E. Africa 6% 1946-56 o« es 114 5 5 6 
Jamaica 44% 1941-71 ° ee oe 100 410 0 
New South Wales 5% 1932- 42 we oe 102} 418 0 
New South Wales 44% 1935-45 .. ee 97 413 0 
Queensland 44% 1920-25 .. ee oe 98 412 0 
S. Australia 34% 1926-36 .. “ os 87 4 0 6 
Victoria 5% 1932-42 ss ee ee 1014 418 6 
New Zealand 4% 1929 ee oe oe 95} 44 0 
Canada 3% 19% 38° ‘ ee 82 313 6 
Cape of Good Hope 34% 1929-49 . oe 824 4 5 0 
Corporation Stocks. 
Ldn. Cty. 24% Con. Stk. after 1920 at 
option of C orpn. .. ° 564 48 6 
Ldn. Cty. 3% Con. Stk. ‘after 1920 at 
option of Corpn. .. | 68 | 4 0 
Birmingham 3% on or after 1947 at option | 
of Corpn. .. | 68} 47 6 
Bristol 34% 1925- 65 ee ee oo | 78 410 0O 
Cardiff 34% 1935 .. me ns es 894 | 317 6 
Glasgow 24% 1925-40 734 |3 8 0 
Liverpool 34% on or after "1042 at option 
of Corpn. oe -- | 703 |4 8 O 
Manchester 3% on or after 1941 ° 68 4 8 0 
Newcastle 34% irredeemable o- ee 764 |411 6 
Nottingham 3% irredeemable ee _ 68 (|4 8 O 
Plymouth 3% 1920-60 ie _ 70 |4 4 6 
Middlesex C.C. 34% 1927- 47 ae “ 784 49 0 
English Railway Prior Charges. | 
Gt. Western Rly. 4% Debenture .. — 89 |410 0 
Gt. Western Rly. 5% Rent Charge os 110 411 6 
Gt. Western Rly. 5% Preference .. oe 106 | 414 O 
L. North Eastern Rly. 4% Debenture .. 89 | 410 0 
L. North Eastern Rly. 4% Guaranteed .. 874 | 411 6 
L. North Eastern Rly. 4% ist Preference | 844 414 6 
L. Mid. & Scot. Rly. 4% ‘Debenture «s 89 |410 0 
L. Mid. & Scot. Rly. 4% Guaranteed ..| 87} |; 411 6 
L. Mid. & Scot. Rly. 4% Preference ee 85 |414 0 
Southern Railway 4% Debenture oo | 8 |410 O 
| 4 0 
4 0 





During the hearing of a case on 18th ult., says The Times, Mr. Justice 
Bailhache reminded counsel that the court was bound by what a witness 
said in evidence and not by what counsel said. ‘‘ I was once counsel in a 
case in which fraud was alleged,” his lordship said. ‘* My client in the box 
was asked: ‘ Do you still persist in your charge of fraud after the evidence 
which has been given?’ To my amazement and disgust the witness 
said ‘No.’ The late Lord Russell of Killowen, who was trying the case, 
turned to me and said, ‘What are you going to do now?’ I said 
‘Nothing.’ Lord Russell turned to the witness and said: ‘ You have 


spoken like an English gentleman. There will be judgment against you 
with costs.” There was nothing more to be said,”’ 
added, “ and we all came away.”’ 


Mr. Justice Bailhache 





Legal News. 


Appointment. 


Mr. Rosert Ernest Dummett has been appointed Recorder of Barnstaple 
and Recorder of Bideford in the place of the late Sir George Sherston- 


Baker, Bt. 





Dissolution. 


Atrrep Summerson, Sir Ropert Newsatp Kay, Tuomas Grorcr 
HentncueM, Solicitors (Summerson, Kay and Heninghem), Pocklington, 
22nd May, so far as regards the said Sir Robert Newbald Kay. The said 
Alfred Summerson and Thomas George Heninghem will continue to carry 
on the said business under the style or firm of ‘‘Summerson and 
Heninghem.”’ (Gazette, 29th May. 





General. 


Mr. George Reader (71), of Coleman-street, E.C., and of Croydon, Surrey, 
solicitor, left estate of gross value £14,660 (net personalty £6,919). 


Sir Charles James Tarring (77), of Arkwright-road, Hampstead, formerly 
professor of Law in the Imperial University of Japan, later Judge of the 
British Consular Court at Constantinople, and Chief Justice of Grenada, 
left estate of gross value £1,585 (net personalty, £1,438). 


Mr. Justice Horridge, addressing the Grand Jury at Berks Assizes on 
Tuesday, pointed out that the power which was theirs as justices of the 
peace to grant bail, could not be used too freely, and asked if they had 
considered how few were the cases in which bail had to be estreated. He 
strongly recommended the granting of bail whenever found possible. 


Counsel at Southwark County Court on Tuesday invited his Honour 
Judge Sir Thomas Granger to state a reason for refusing a jury in an action 
against the L.C.C. claiming damages for personal injury. Judge Granger 
said that the case could be more conveniently tried by himself. Asked 
to stay proceedings pending an appeal, his honour said counsel had ample 
time to enter an appeal before the hearing of the action if he so desired. 


At the Middlesex Guildhall, Westminster, on the 19th ult., before the 
Under Sheriff, Charles Douglas Giddy, motor garage proprietor, of Brownlow 
road, Church End, Finchley, claimed damages, for — was alleged to be 
an improper arrest, against Police-constable Big It was stated that 
following a collision at Golders Green in which the plaintiff's car was 
involved, the constable marched paintiff to the police station, where 
he was detained for half-an-hour, and then told he might go. No charge 
was made against him. The plaintiff said that since the occurrence it 
was common talk in Golders Green that he was drunk while in charge of 
a car, and this was damaging to his business. The constable contended 
that the car was being driven to the common danger, and that he was 
justified in ——s' an arrest. He was reported for making an unnecessary 
arrest and was fined ten days’ pay. The jury awarded one farthing 
damages, with costs. 


From The Times of 22nd May, 1823 :—The Chancellor of the Exchequer, 
as will be seen by the Parliamentary proceedings of last night, attempts 
to take credit to himself for the intention of abolishing that great national 
evii the Lottery. The fact is, that we stated, so long ago as May 13, 
that ‘a notice having been sent by the Chancellor of the Exchequer to 
the Stock Exchange, of his intention to receive proposals for the new 
lottery, it was very generally doubted whether any tenders would be made ; 
for the delusion of lotteries was now so well understood by the people, 
that the contracts ceased to be beneficial to the contractors. There 
were instances in which the latter had lost £20,000: the old contractors, 
therefore, are determined to stand aloof.’’... The reason for putting 
an end to lotteries is clear and confers no credit on the Ministry, old or 
new, or any member of either. The present is to be the last year, and for 
that cause it may perhaps succeed, though the delusion is as great in 
the last as in the frst speculations. Many people may choose to have 
a farewell venture. Whenever its end comes, we shall take leave of it 
as of a great source of public corruption. 


In the opinion of many members of the Stock Exchange, says The Times, 
under “* City Notes,”’ (28th May), the time has arrived for the abandonment 
of the few remaining temporary regulations which were imposed for the 
conduct of business during the war. As the investing public knows, it 
is still necessary to sign certain declarations relating to ‘* physical possess- 
ion’’ since the war. Although it is possible that a few securities may have 
escaped the custodian of ex-enemy property, there seems no adequate 
reason for adhering to this last relic of wartime rules, which, though it 
may not be a hindrance to business, is certainly an annoying inconven- 
ience. Since the compulsory marking rule was made optional, a number 
of correspondents have from time to time written to us complaining that 
the price at which their business has been transacted has not been recorded 
in the lists. Although the investing public cannot demand that their 
bargains shall be recorded, we imagine that most brokers will be very glad 
to mark their customers’ bargains if the latter make a point of asking 
them to do so when forwarding their orders. This seems to be the best 
solution of the real and imaginary grievances of some members of the 
public in their Stock Exchange dealings. 
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Court 


Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


RoTa OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 
Date. EMERGENCY APPEAL COURT Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
‘A. No. 1. EvE. ROMER. 
Monday June 4 Mr. Jolly Mr. Bloxam Mr. Hicks Beach Mr. Bloxam 
P. ccccee 5 More Hicks Beach Bloxam Hicks Beach 
Wednesday 6 Synge Jolly icks Beach Bloxam 
Thursday 7 Ritchie More Bloxam Hicks Beach 
. Friday ...... 8 Bloxam Synge Hicks Beach Bloxam 
Saturday yg Hicks Beach Ritchie Bloxam Hicks Beac 
Da' Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
SARGANT RUSSELL, ASTBURY. P. O. LAWRENCE. 
Monday June 4 Mr. Jolly Mr. More Mr. Synge Mr. Ritchie 
Tuesday .... 5 More Jolly Ritchie Synge 
Wednesday 6 Jolly More Synge Ritchie 
Thursday 7 More Jolly Ritchie Synge 
Metre 8 Jolly More Synge Ritchie 
Saturday » 9 More Jolly Ritchie Synge 





TRINITY SITTINGS, 1923. 


COURT OF APPEAL. 
In APPEAL Court No. I. 

Tuesday, 20th May.—Exparte Applications 
Original Motions and _ Interlocutory 
~~ from the Chancery and Probate 
and Divorce Divisions, and, if necessary, 
Chancery Appeals. 

Wednesday, 30th May.—Chancery Final 
Appeals will be taken in this Court and 
continued till further notice. 

In APPEAL Court No. II. 

Tuesday, 29th May.—Exparte Applications, 
Original Motions and _  Interlocutory 
Appeals from the King’s Bench Division, 
and, if necessary, Final Appeals from the 
King’s Bench Division. 

Wednesday, 30th May.—Final Appeals 
from the King’s Bench Division will be 
taken and continued in this Court. 

HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
LORD CHANCELLOR’S COURT. 
Mr. Justice EVE. 


Mondays ...... Chamber summonses. 

Tuesdays ...... Sht caus, pets, fur cons and 
non-wit list. 

Wednesdays. .. . Non-wit list. 

Thursdays .....) Yon-wit list. 


Lancashire Business will be taken on 
Thursdays, 7th and 21st June, and 5th 
and 19th July. 

Fridays ....... Mots and non-wit list. 

CHANCERY Court V. 
Mr. Justice ROMER. 

Except when other Business is advertised 
in the Daily Cause List Actions with 
Witnesses will be taken throughout the 
Sittings. 


CHANCERY Court I. 
Mr. Justice SARGANT. 

Except when other Business is advertised 
in the Daily Cause List Mr.Justice Sargant 
willtake Actions with Witnesses through- 
out the Sittings. 


CHANCERY Court IV. 
Mr. Justice RUSSELL. 
Mondays ...... Chamber summonses. 
Applications under Trading with the 
Enemy Acts will be heard on each 
Monday afternoon at 2 o’clock. 


Tuesdays ...... Mots, sht caus, pets, fur 
cons and non-wit list. 

Wednesdays ...Non-wit list. 

Thursdays ....Non-witlist. 

Fridays .......Mots and non-wit list. 


CHANCERY Court II. 
Mr. Justice ASTBURY. 

Except when other Business is advertised 
in the Daily Cause List Actions with 
Witnesses will be taken throughout the 
Sittings. 

Judgment Summonses in Bankruptcy will 
be taken on Mondays, 25th June and 
23rd July. 

Motions in Bankruptcy will be taken on 
Mondays announced in the Daily Cause 
List. 

: CHANCERY Court III. 

Mr. Justice P. 0. LAWRENCE. 
Mondays ...... Sitting in Chambers. 
Tuesdays ...... Companies (Winding Up) 

Business and non-wit list. 

Wednesdays——Fur cons and non-wit list. 

Thursdays ....Non-wit list. 

Fridays ....... Mots, sht caus, pets and 

non-wit list. 








THE COURT OF APPEAL. 


FROM THE CHANCERY 
DIVISION. 
(Final List.) 
1922. 
Ellis & Sons ld v Pogson 
In re Norris Roper, dec Roper v 
Roper—s.o. generally (May 18) 
Elliott v Boynton—s.o. pending 
decision in H. of L. 
In re Chesterman’s Trust Mott v 
Browning & ors 
In re Cos (Consolidation) Act 1908 
In re Avon Malleable Iron 
Foundry ld 
Steinberg v Scala (Leeds) Id 
The Leeds City Brewery Id v Platts 
& ors 
Same v Same 
Dantrebande & anr v Slough Depot 
In re Lonsdale’s Will Trusts Masker 
v Lonsdale & ors 
Robson v Munro 
Koenigsblatt v Sweet & anr 
Long v Gowlett 
Wood v Aircraft Manufacturing 
Co Id 
Eaves v Férd 
FROM THE CHANCERY 
DIVISION. 
(In Bankruptcy.) 
In the Matter of a Bankruptcy 
Notice (No. 4,177 of 1922) expte 


In re a Debtor (No. 244 of 1923) 
expte The Debtor v The Petition- 
ing Creditor & The Official 
Receiver 

In re a Debtor (No. 483 of 1923) 
expte The Debtor v The Petition- 
ing Creditors & The Official 
Receiver 

In re a Debtor (No. 344 of 1923) 
expte The Debtor v The Petition- 
ing Creditors & The Official 
Receiver 

In re S. Caplan expte W. H Cork, 
the Trustee v Samuel Caplan 
FROM THE PROBATE AND 

DIVORCE DIVISION. 


(Final and New Trial List. ) 
1923. 
Divorce Russell, J H v Russell C 
H 
Divorce Eustace, G A F v Eustace, 
FR 


Divorce Palmer, A M v Palmer 
JFB 


FROM THE CHANCERY AND 
PROBATE AND DIVORCE 
DIVISIONS. 
(Interlocutory List.) 

1922. 


(For Judgment.) 
Heard before The Master of the 
Rolls, Warrington & Scrutton, 
L.JJ. 





The Judgment Creditors 


Divorce Smith, A C v Smith, H A 
(c.a.v. May 9) 
For Hearing. 
In re Bennet Burleigh, dec May v 
Burleigh 
Osborne v Starr 
Judgments Reserved. 


Appeals. 


FROM THE KING’S BENCH 
DIVISION. 
(Final List.) 

Heard before Bankes, Scrutton and 
Atkin, L.JJ. 

Russian Commercial and Industrial 
Bank v Le Comptoir d’escompte 
de Mulhouse & anr (c.a.v. April 25) 

Banque Internationale de Commerce 
de Petrograd v Goukassow (c.a.v. 
April 27) 

(Final and New Trial List.) 
1922. 

Nye v Schweppes Id & ors (No. 72 
advanced by order) 

Clear & Co ld (Sellers) v Bloch 
pt hd (restored Feb 6, 1923) 

Same v Same (restored Feb 6, 
1923) 

In re Agricultural Holdings Acts 
Masters v Duveen (referred back, 
Feb 28) 

In re Agricultural Holdings Acts 
Fisher v Duveen (s.o.) 
Wilkinson v Simpson (s.o. 

chester Assizes) 

Morrison Shipping Co ld v The 
King 


Man- 


1923. 


Greenwood v Fielden (s.o. Manches- 
ter) 

Wood v Manchester Corporation 
(s.o. Manchester) 

In re An Arbitration between G F 
Taylor & Co (Clmts) and E 
Ofverberg & Co (Sellers) pt hd 
8.0. (May 16) 

Michael & anr v Phillips 

W Potts & Cold v Brown, McFarlane 
& Co ld 

Park v Fassio Products ld 

F V White & Co ld v Serra i 
Cassano 

Paquin ld v Beech 

The Barbican Repository ld v 
Tucker 

Montgomery & Workmen ld & ors 
v Ramchander Choutmull & ors 

Same v Hurisingh Nehalchand 
& ors (s.o. until 14 days after 
judgt in No. 39) 

Rowland v Divall 

E D Sassoon & Co ld v Yorkshire 
Insce Co Id 

Rhodes & anr v Macalister 

Stopes v Sutherland & ors 

The Herbert Engineering Co ld v 
R E Jones ld 

Anghelatos & ors v Northern Assce 

Co ld 

Same v Same 

Hewitt v Mawchi Mines ld 

Edwards v B C Tipper & Son 

B & J Shaw & anr v Keighley 

Shipping Co Id & ors (Keighley 

Shipping Co, third parties) 

Hewitt v Rowlands 

In re Agricultural Holdings Acts 

Arden (Landlord) v Rutter 

Marchant v Rigby 

Vasmer’s Trustees v Port of London 

Authority (Stockdale & Doel, 

Interveners) 





Pitt v Cooper 


Rhodes v Barton, Thompson & Co 

Coulson v Imeson 

Benson v Potter 

In re Agricultural Holdings Acts 
Fay & ors (Tenants) v Williamson 
and anr (s.o. pending decision 
in House of Lords) 

Berry, Barclay & Co v Watson 
(security ordered May 18) 

Eagle Star & British Dominions 
Insce Co ld v Brockdorff 

Cobbett v Brown 

Mitrovich Bros & Co v Merchants 
Marine Insce Co ld 

Heale v Bevan, Churchill & Co Id 

Teynham v Sadd & anr 

In re Arbitration Act 1889 Skib- 
saktieselskabet Staal Beton v 
Delf Zyl Steamship Co (referred 
back to Arbitrator, Dec 7) 
(restored to list April 16) 

Fowler Bros v Harbord 

Parkes Drug Stores ld v W F 
Edwards & Son Id 

Parkes v Dunn & Baker (security 
ordered May 17) 

The Trading Society Kwik-hoo- 
tong (of Java) sellers v The Royal 
Commission on Sugar Supply (of 
London) buyers 

The Monk Bretton Colliery Co Id v 
Horne Bros 

H.I.H. The Grand Duchess Xenia 
Alexandrovna of Russia v Calvert 

The Constructive Finance Co Id v 
The English Insce Co Id 

In re Arbitration Act 1889 Williams 
v Manissalian Freres 

The King v The Electricity Com- 
missioners exparte The London 
Electricity Joint Committee Co 
(1920) Id and ors 

The King v Same 

Fenton Textile Assoc Id v Krassin 
and ors 

Dean v W H Johnson & Sons & anr 

Henshall v Porter 

The National Provincial & Union 
Bank of England Id v Trevelyan 

Felce v Hill 

The South Coast Land & Resort 
Co Id v Edwards 

The Equitable Investment Co Id v 
J Hibbard & Sons 

Hacking v The Elton Cop Dyeing 
Co Id 

Port of London Authority v 
Woolwich Corporation 

Ryall v Hart 

The Buranda Steamship Co ld v 


Royal Commission on Wheat 
Supply Charterers 8.8. 
“* Buranda ”’ 

The Ard Steamers Id v Same 
8.8. “* Ardgoil ” 


Same v Same s.s. “‘ Ardgowan” 

In re Agricultural Holdings Acts 
Maskell (Tenant) v Rogers 

Sykes v Stevens 

London Joint City & Midland Bank 
v McLeod 

Job Edwards ld v Birmingham 
Canal Navigations 

Marshall v A T Bennett & Co 

Creamer v Mitchell 

G Greiner & Co v Speights Id 

In re Agricultural Holdings Acts 
Sporle (Landlord) v Kett 

In re The Greater Britain Products 

Development Corpn ld In re 

The Companies (Consolidation) 

Act 1908 

Morrell v Adam 

The Russian Volunteer Fleet v The 

The King In re a Petn of Right 
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APPEALS. 
In the Indemnity Act, 1920. 
1923. 

Henderson clmt v The Chief Secre- 
tary for Ireland 

Burke v Same (s.0. pending decision 
in preceding case) 

The Carlow County Council v Same 

The Tyrone County Council v 
Same 

Black v The for 
executing the office of Lord High 
Admiral of the United Kingdom 


FROM THE 
DIVORCE & ADMIRALTY 
DIVISION (ADMIRALTY). 

(Final List.) 
Without Nautical Assessors. 
1923. 

Nedenes—1918—Folio 255 

Norsk H ydo-Elektrisk 
tosaktieselskab v Own 
** Nedenes ”’ 

Ambatielos—1921 

Board of Trade v 


‘ — 
Commissioners 


Kvac lo- 


Folic ) 653 


PROBATE, | 


| Donn v 


rs of ss | 


| Pope W 


Upton v The Great Central Ry Co 
(Lancashire, Ashton-under-Lyne) 
(c.a.v. May 9) 


For Hearing. 

Johnson v Harland & Woolf Id 
(Lancashire, Liverpool) 

Middleton v Wharncliffe Woodmoor 
Colliery Co Id (Yorkshire, Barns- 
ley) adjourned for further argu- 
ment May !7 

Fairhurst v Hollinwood Screw & 
River Co. (Lancashire, Oldham), 
8.0. Manchester Assizes 

Baines v The Harton Coal Co ld 
(Durham, South Shields) 

The British Oil & Cake 
Mills Id (Yorkshire, Kingston- 
upon-Hull) 

Chadbourne v Barber, Walker & Co 
Id (Yorkshire, Doncaster) 

Briggs v The Gandy Bell Manu- 
facturing Co Id (Cheshire, Birken- 
head) 


Pearson Id v Gamble 


Mr. Justice Russext will take his Business as announced in the Trinity 
Sittings Paper. Applications under the Trading with the Enemy Acts will 
be heard on each Monday at 2 o’clock. 

Mr. Justice Romer.—Except when other Business is advertised in the 
Daily Cause List, Actions with Witnesses will be taken throughout the 
Sittings. 

Summonses before the Judge in Chambers.—Mr. Justice Eve, Mr. Justice 
P. O. Lawrence and Mr, Justice Russet will sit in Court every Monday 
during the Sittings to hear Chamber Summonses. 

Summonses adjourned into Court and Non- Witness Actions will be heard 
by Mr. Justice Eve, Mr. Justice P. O. Lawrence and Mr. Justice Russe... 

Motions, Petitions and Short Causes will be taken on the days stated in 
the Trinity Sittings Paper. 

Norics with Reserence TO THE CHANCERY Witness Lists. 


During the Trinity Sittings the Judges will sit for the disposal of Witness 
Actions as follows :— 

Mr. Justice Sarcant will take the Witness List for Sarcant and 
Russe, JJ. 

Mr. Justice Asrpury will take the Witness List for Astsunw and 
P. O. LAWRENCE, JJ. 

Mr. Justice Romer will take the Witness List for Eve and Romer, JJ. 


In re Wykeham-Martin Trusts 
Wykeham-Martin v Wykeham- 
Martin 

In re T J Hills, dec Hill v Hill 


CHANCERY CAUSES FOR 
TRIAL OR HEARING. 
Set down to May 18th, 1923. 


Owners of ss 


(Yorkshire, Wakefield) 
Standing in the “ Abated”’ 


** Ambatielos ”’ 
Cephalonia—1!92!1—Folio 645 
Same v Owners o/ ss “* Cephalonia ” 
Panagis—1921— Folio 478 
Same v Owners of ss *‘ Panagis ”’ 
Nicolis-——1921—F'olio 754 
Same v N E Ambaticlos 
FROM THE KING'S 
DIVISION. 
(Interlocutory List). 
1923. 
Namlooze Vennootschap Maats- 
chappij tot Explortatie van het 
Schoenership “ Betsy” v. Fried- 
lander pt hd (s.o. to June 4) 
Calimeris v The Scottish Metro- 
politan Assce Co Id 
The Anglo-Saxon Petroleum Co ld 
Vv Steana Romana _ Societe 
Anonyme pour T'industrie du | ** Abated List” by C.A., April 23 
Petrole & ors 


1920 
Freedman v Strachstein (Hellyar, | . 
Garnishee) ( -""* | Inve A Debtor (expte The Debtor v 


Crossland v Robinson & anr The Petitioning Creditor and the 
§ f ® é . EE. : 9 

In the Matter of the Petn of Right | Official Receiver), No. 889 of 1921 

of C H Badman (adjd over trial of action in Court 


Barclays Bank Id v Hince of first instance) 
IN RE THE WORKMEN’S COM. | 
PENSATION ACTS, 1897 and 
1906. 

(From County Courts.) 
Standing for Judgment. 
Heard before The Master of the 
Rolls, Warrington and Scrutton, 
L.JJ. | 
N.B.—The above List contains Chancery, Palatine and King’s Bench 

Final and Interlocutory Appeals, &c., set down to May 18th, 1923. 


List. 


FROM THE CHANCERY 
DIVI-ION. 
(General List). 
In re Yates, dec 
Singleton v Povah & 
generally June 21) 
In re Leedham White, dec. White v 
Loesch (s.0.g. Jan. 22) 


BENCH 


ors (8.0. 


(Interlocutory List). 


Divorce Moser, R O v Moser, 
M A L & Robert (s.o. June i) 


(In Bankruptcy). 


In re A Debtor (expte The Deb®6r), 
No. 246 of 1917, ordered to 


FROM THE KING’s BENCH 
DIVISION. 
(Final and New Trial List.) 
Revenue 
Bourne & Hollingsworth vy Commrs 
of Inland Revenue (s.o. generally 
Nov. 29, 1922) 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE—CHANCERY DIVISION. 
TRINITY SITTINGS, 1923. 
Norices Retatine To THE CHANCERY CavsE Last. 

Mr. Justice Eve will take his Business as announced in the Trinity 
Sittings Paper. 

Liverpool and Manchester Business—Mr. Justice Eve will take Lancashire 
Business cn Thursdays, the 7th and 21st June and the 5th and 19th July. 

Mr. Justice Sarcant.—Except when other Business is advertised in the 
Daily Cause List, Actions with Witnesses will be taken throughout the 
Sittings. 

Mr. Justice Asrpury.—Except when other Business is advertised in the 
Daily Cause List, Actions with Witnesses will be taken throughout the 
Sittings. 

Bankruptcy Motions will be taken on Mondays announced in the Daily 
Cause List—Judgment Summonses in Bankruptcy will be taken on Mondays, 
the 25th June and the 23rd July. 

Mr. Justice P. O. Lawrence will take his Business as announced in the 
Trinity Sittings Paper. 





Before Mr. Justice Eve. 
Retained Causes for Trial. 
(With Witnesses.) 

Cripps v Burgess 

Logan v Manor Hotel (Burnham- 
on-Sea) Id 

Roys v Mickel 

Wright v Pocklington (fixed for 
July 10) 

Luck v Great Northern Ry 


In re Dupius, dec Public Trustee v 
Dupius 

In re Gibbins, junr, dec Abel v 
Gibbins 

In re Barnsley’s Trusts Barnsley v 
Davies 

In re Fowke, dec Oakley v Fowke 

In re Arden’s Trusts and In re 
Birch’s Trusts Price v Birch 


| In re Talbot Custance v Molyneux 


In re James Vine, dec In re Ellen 


Vine, dec Ellison v Vine 
Sargeant v Swain 
Isherwood v Craggs 

July 3) 


Further Consideration. 


In re Michelham dec Michelham 
v Michelham, not before May 31 


Adjourned Summonses. 


In re John Tucker (a Solicitor) 
(s.o.g. April 17) 

In re Kayser, dec Bryden v Kayser 
(restored) 

In re Hook, dec 
(s.o.g. April 19) 

In re The United Chemists Assoc 
Id and In re Trade Marks Acts 

In re Steel’s Trusts Steel v Smith 
(s.o.g. April 20) 
Kendall v Hocker (s.o.g. April 10) 
In re Sadler’s Settlement Curtis 
v Public Trustee (s.o.g. May 9) 
In re F A Knapp, dec Willon v 
Scott Tucker 

In re G F A Brown, dec Taylor 
v Taylor 

In re Soper, dec Soper v Moule 


Hook v Hook 


In re C H Worley, dec Worley v | 


Public Trustee 

In re Lee’s Settlement The Rever- 
sionary Interest Soc ld v Gray 

In re Pearson, dec Hewitt v 
Murray 

In re Wheeler, dec 
Wheeler 

In re Whitechurch, dec Garrett v 
Whitechurch 

In re Pilkington, dec Pilkington v 
Wright 

In re J Clarke’s Trusts Mackrell v 
Woodland 

In re Bacon, dec Bacon v Morrison 

In re Boulnois’ Trusts Johnson v 
Bulnois 

In re L M Hill, dec Public Trustee v 
O’ Donnell 

In re Perfect Trust In re T Perfect, 
dec In re M A Perfect, dec 
Rea v Perfect 


Houghton v 


(fixed for | 


| 





In re W Wolfen, dec Public Trustee 
v Kirkham (restored) 

In re Lewis Jones, dec Bowen v 
Bowen 

Robotham v Richardson 

In re T Rae, dec Rae v Gill 


Before Mr. Justice SarGanrt. 
Retained Adjourned Summonses, 


In re Moosbruger pt hd (s.o.g.) 
In re Wingquist’s Patent In re 
Patents & Designs Acts (s.o.g.) 


Causes for Trial. 
(With Witnesses.) 


Beamand v Morgan (s.o.g. April 10) 

Hale v Coombes pt hd 

Hale v Coombes (s.0.) 

Taylor v Shalders (not before 
June 7) 

Kelly v Barrett 

Fishman v Barnett 

Eagle Star & British Dominion 
Insce Co ld v Tough & anr (s.0.g.) 

In re W Dunning, dec Lancaster 
v Lancaster (s.o.g. April 20) 
In re H Greenhill, dec Lancaster 
v Lancaster (s.0.g. April 20) 
In re Gordon-Ives’ & Jackson’s 
Settlement Scott v Dillon (not 
before June 11) 

Freedman v Goldberg (s.o.g. April 
25) 

Fountaine v Fountaine (s.o.g. April 
19) 

Ramon Long & Co ld v Bertels 
de Lay and Sons 

Young & Macintosh v Gibson 

The International Film Distributing 
Co ld v Greenhill 

Justin v Bruce 

North British & Mercantile Insce 
Co ld v The British Mercantile 
Insce Office (s.o.g. May 15) 

Ince v Fabes (s.o. pending decision 
in K B Action) 

The Ridgway Co v Hutchinson and 
ors (fixed for June 12) 

ov v Stacey & Basing Syndicate 
id 


In re Rouse Lewis v Rouse (not 
before June 12) 





June 2, 1923 THE 


SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 


[Vol. 67] 








Fullbrook v Girdler 
Richards v The Duffryn Aberdare 
iery Co ld (not before June 19) 
Ward v Larkins 
Russo-American India Rubber Co 
v Kedroff & ors (fixed for July 17) 


Before Mr. Justice AsTBuRY. 
Retained Motions. 


Maitland v Baillie 
Roulston v Turney (s.o.) 
Vane v Gill (s.o.g. April 12) 


Causes for Trial. 
(With Witnesses.) 


Sergeant v Kelly (s.o. for com- 


mission) 

Dolan v Granville Mining Co ld 
& anr (s.o. return of commission) 

East India Ry Co v Secretary of 
State in Council of India (s.o. 
for day to be fixed) 

In re J G Tufford’s Patents & In 
re Letters Patent Nos. 100,731 
& 102,628 (fixed for June 1) 

Rowland v The Air Council ,s.o. 
until points of law disposed of) 

British Red Cross Soc v The King 
(s.o. for day to be fixed) 

—— -on-Thames Sailing Club ld 


Bender v — 

In re D Davies, dec Davies v 
Davies (s.o.g. April 6) 

Trustee of Finegold v P Fox & Co 
(not before June 7) 

Jervis v Christensen (not before 


In re Colnbrook Chemical Co 
Attorney-Gen v The Company 
(restored) fixed June 4 

Feldt v Chamberlin (s.o.g. April 25) 

Teste v Coombes 

The Trustee of J Bannister & Co 
(Bankrupts) v Starr (not before 

2) 
rg v Balkan Cigarette Co 


Collier v Wright 

X G L Syndicate 1d v London 
Electric Supply Corpn Id 

In re Sarah Fulkes, dec Giles v 
Cockburn 

<° 'n v Easting Windscreens 


‘a vA&W Nesbitt Id 

Cotter v Windsor 

Dodd v Amalgamated Marine 
Workers’ Union 

Cornrich v Alves 

Penny v Penny 

Walter v Bowerman 

Morris v Legal & General Assce 
Soc ld 


Bawden v Jackson 
Before Mr. Justice P. O. LawkEncr, 
Retained Causes for Trial. 
(With Witnesses. ) 
In re = Emil Erickson Letters 


Pate 
Riley Smith v Clinch 
Freedman v Hunters (The Teamen) 
ld 
Further Considerations. 
In re Harris, dec Cubitt v Attorney- 
Gen (s.0.g. April 11) 
In re Tyrie, dec Tyrie v Tweddle 
(8.0. to May 30) 
Adjourned Summonses. 


In re Welsh Hospital (Netley) F und, 
_ to 1919 Thomas v Attorney- 


In re Anna Maria Barnard, dec 
March v Barnard (to come on 
with fur sumns) 





In re Bayly, dec Prowse v Guy 
(to come on with fur con) 

In re Ellen Eliza Husband, dec 
Neave v Dr Barnardo’s Homes 
Nat Incorporated Assoc (s.0.) 

In re Sir 7 D Rees, Bart., 
Ritchie v Rees (s.o.) 

In re Speight, dec 

(8.0.) 

In re Walford, dec Morson v Morson 
pt hd (restored) 

In re Grove-Price’s Settlement 
Trust Thomson v Grove-Price 
In re E F Longley, dec Longley v 

Longley 

In re Arkwrights Contract and In re 
Vendor and Purchaser Act, 1874 

In re W B Gladstone, dec Gladstone 
v Gladstone 

In re C Adair, dec Public Trustee 
v Richie 

In re Foreman’s Will 
Foreman v Challis 

In re Rev J Coling, dec Pollentine 
v Colin 

In re Miller, dec Miller v Walcott 

In re Smiles, dec Yates v Chester 

Pisani v Salomon 

In re Washington, dec Carter v 
Washington 

In re Craven’s Settlement Craven 
v Curzon 

Nissen v Blay (s.o.g. April 27) 

In re Valpy, dec Monier- Williams 
v Darrock 

In re Sharman, dec 
Sharman 

In re The Kent Coal Concessions ld 
Burn v The Company (8.0. May 
10) 

In re White, dec White v Millar 

In re J Allen, dec Allen v Cheatle 

In re Nicholls’ Policy & In re Life 
Assce Co’s Act, 1896 

In re W H Williams, dec Williams 
v Stephens 

In re A Dunkley, dec Simpson v 
Arnall 

In re Dale, dec Carter v Carter 

In re Knight, dec Knight v Knight 

In re C Humphries, a Solr & In re 
taxn of costs 

Garrett v Clement Garrett Auto- 
matics ld 

In re Woosnam, dec Beevor v 
Eyton, Burton & Co 

In re Telford, dec Osborne v Telford 

In re E Butler, dec Bradshaw v 
Churchill 

In re Shakespeare Memorial Trust 
Earl of Lytton v Attorney-Gen 

In re Countess of Lauderdale, dec 
Earl of Meath v Schall 

In re E C Eberbin, dec Johnson v 
Johnson 

In re E Miller, dec Curtis v Yates 

In re Wyndham & Co ld Radford 
v The Company (restored) 

a Central Electric Supply 
Co | 


Companies (Winding up) and 
Chancery Division. 


dec 


Robinson v 


Trusts 


Burton v 


Companies (Winding Up). 
Petitions (to wind up). 


Fibre Tube & Box Board Manu- 
facturers ld (petn of J B Hunt— 
ordered on Nov 18, 1919 to stand 
over generally) 

W S Laycock Id (petn of Bagshaws 
and Co ld & anr—ordered on June 
20, 1922 to stand over generally) 

Banque Industrielle de Chine (petn 
of the Company—s.o. from March 
27, 1923 to Oct 16, 1923) 

G Castle & Co ld (petn of Dormeuil 
Freres—s.o. from April 10, 1923 

to July 10, 1923) 





Fenton Textile Assoc ld (petn of 
Edward Lipman—s.o. from May 
15, 1923 to June 5, 1923) 

Pacific Marine Insce Co (petn of 
Canton Insce Office ld—s.o. from 
April 10, 1923 to July 10, 1923) 

London Steamship & Trading Corpn 
ld (petn of D L Flack & Son—s.o. 
from May 15, 1923 to June 12, 
1923) 

Calloose Tin Mines & Alluvials ld 
(petn of H E Thatcher—with 
witnesses—s.o. from April 10, 1923 
to July 10, 1923) 

Wynnfield Shipping Co ld (petn of 
Agence Maritime Henri Dumont 
—ordered on July 25, 1922 to 
stand over generally) 

Zenith Motors ld (petn of Etablisse- 
ments Hutchinson—s.o. from 
March 20, 1923 to June 19, 1923) 

A BC Motors (1920) Id (petn of the 
Regent Carriage Co ld—s.o. from 
May 15, 1923 to June 5, 1923) 

Empire Cinema (Long Eaton) Id 
(petn of Fox Film Co ld—s.o. 
from May 1, 1923 to May 29, 1923) 

Sheffield Steel Products ld (petn of 
Hemmings & Co ld in liquidation 
—s.o. from April 10, 1923 to July 
10, 1923) 

Anglo-Baltic Shipbuilding and 
Engineering Co ld (petn of 8S 
Instone & Co ld—s.o. from May 8, 
1923 to June 5, 1923) 

Isleworth Rubber Co ld (petn of the 
Company—-s.o. from May 15, 1923 
to July 17, 1923) 

Elite Picture Theatre (Nottingham) 
ld (petn of Phillips’ Film Co ld— 
8.0. from May I, 1923 to May 29, 
1923) 





Style Craft ld (petn of Buckley & Co 
(Greenfield) ld (Manchester Dis- 
trict Registry)—s.o. from May 8, 
1923 to June 26, 1923) 

J B & W R Sharp ld (petn of 
Manlove, Alliott & Co ld—s.o. 
from May 8, 1923 to May 29, 1923) 

Cubitts’ Engineering Co ld (petn of 
Combined Sheet Metal & Copper- 
smithing Co.—s.o. from May 1, 
1923 to July 3, 1923) 

T H Rigby & Co ld (petn of 8 
Rosenberg—a firm—s.o. from 
March 27, 1923 to May 29, 1923) 

W Warden ld (petn of C P Medley— 
s.0. from May 15, 1923 to July 31, 
1923) 

First National Reinsurance Co Id 
(petn of British General Insce Co 
ld—s.o. from May 15, 1923 to 
June 19, 1923) 

First National Reinsurance Co ld 
(petn of Robert Gardner Mountain 
& Co ld—s.o. from May 15, 1923 
to June 19, 1923) 

Warrillows ld (petn of J S Davey & 
Sons ld—s.o. from April 10, 1923 
to June 5, 1923) 

Charles Hiller & Co ld (petn of 
L de Emanuel Dreyfus Societe 
Anonyme—ordered on May 8, 
1923 to stand over generally) 

Lucovich Bros ld ( _ of G 
Tynemouth—s.o. from May Hy 
1923 to May 29, 1923) 

Marine Transport Co ld (petn of 
Alexander Stephen & Sons ld— 
8.0. from May 15, 1923 to May 29, 
1923) 

Jones, Hast & Co ld (petn of G C 
Craggs—s.o. from May 15, 1923 
to May 29, 1923) 








THE HOSPITAL FOR SICK CHILDREN, 


GREAT ORMOND STREET, LONDON, W.C.1. 





The Hospital for Sic 
London, W.C.1, to 
support for the 


saving or restoring t 





ENGLAND’S GREATEST ASSET IS 
HER CHILDREN. 


‘or need for greater effort to counterbalance the 
drain of War upon the manhood of the Nation, 
by saving infant life for the future welfare of the 
British Empire, <7 the Board of Management of 
Children, Great Ormond Street, 
lead most earnestly for increased 
ational work this Hospital is 
performing in the preservation of child life. 
The children of the Nation can truthfully be said to 
be the greatest asset the Kingdom possesses, yet the 
mortality among babies is still appalling. 


| age 71 years this —- has been the means of 
e lives and health of hundreds 
of thousands of Children, and of instructing Mothers in 


the knowledge of looking after their children. 


£12,000 has to be raised every year 
to keep the Hospital out of debt. 


Forms of Gift by Will to this Hospital can be 
obtained on application to— 


JAMES McKAY, Secretary. 
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Belsize Motors ld (petn of S Wolf & 
Co Id and anr—s.o. from May 15, 
1923 to June 19, 1923) 


Fenton Textile Assoc ld (petn of | 


J Cohen & Son Co Incorporated— 
8.0. from May 15, 1923 to June 5, 
1923) 

Commercial Cars ld (petn of Worrall 
& Robey ld—s.o. from May 15, 
1923 to June 5, 1923) 

Ch Michelin & Co ld (petn of A M 
Jones—s.o. from May 15, 1923 
to June 12, 1923) 

Adriatic Trading Co Id (petn of 
Taylor's Navigation Steam Coal 
Co ld—s.o. from May 8, 1922 to 
May 29, 1923) 

H Kinsler Id (petn of L Zigmond) 

Pryco Id (petn of Bell Battery and 
Accessory Co) 

** Bridge ’’ Paper Mills ld (petn of 
Dorland Agency Id) 

Lee, Fox & Co Id (petn of J Stafford 
and Co ld) 

Widdop Engine Co Id (petn of 
Mitchell, Shackleton & Co Id) 
(Manchester District Registry) 

Rivingtons Id (petn of E Longhurst 
and Sons) 

M Friedberg Id (petn of Phillips, 
Politzer & Co) 

United General Commercial Insce 
Corpn Id (petn of Mississippi 
Bedding Co) 

Kinac ld (petn of A B Symons) 

G Welford & Son Id (petn of C W 
Smallbone & Sons Id) 

United General Commercial Insce 
Corpn Id (petn of F N Pickett et 
Fils) 

L Aldridge & Co ld (petn of Cellufibre 
Corpn) 

International Exchange & Banking 
Corpn Id (petn of H M Lester) 

Ventiheta ld (petn of W B Dick) 

JS Davey & Sons ld (petn of London 
Joint City & Midland Bank id) 

Scarborough Tramways Co (petn of 
H W Pulleyn & ors) 

Jacobs (1922) ld (petn of 
Marcus) 

Anagnostopoulo’s Insce Offices Id 
(petn of Standard Marine Insce 
Co) 

United General Commercial Insce 
Corpn Id (petn of Castle Motor 
Co Id) 

Alliance Bank of Simla ld (petn 
of L W Warlow-Harry) 


8 Z 


Edwartha & Chilsworthy Mines 
& Quarries Id (petn of F M 
Blight) 

Sherston Silk Mills ld (petn of 


Clayton, Metcalfe & Co Id) 
Holbrook Brick & Tile Co ld 
(petn of “The Dreadnought 
Dryers ”’) 
Petition (to sanction Scheme of 
Arrangement). 
R E Voisey ld 
Chancery Petitions. 
W J Douglas & Partners Id & 


reduced (to confirm reduction of 
capital—ordered on Oct 24, 1922 
to stand over generally) 


Fellows, Morton & Clayton ld 
& reduced (to confirm reduction of 
capital) 


United Lankat Plantations Co ld 
& reduced (same) 


| Canadian Building & Estate Co ld 

| and reduced (same) 

| Hampton Gold Mining Areas Id 
& reduced (same) 

Tanfield Steamship Co Id & reduced 
(same) 

Investment & Estates Control Id 
& reduced (same) 

Purbeck Stone & General Trading 
Co Id & reduced (same) 

Tati Co Id & reduced (same) 

Glogue Slate Quarries Id & reduced 
(same) 

Argentine Northern 
& reduced (same) 

London Merchant 
reduced (same) 

Paringa Mining & Exploration Co 
ld & reduced (same) 

London Butchers Hide & 
Co ld & reduced (same) 

Majedie (Johore) Rubber 
Id and reduced (same) 

Colombian Mining & - Exploration 
Co ld & reduced (same) 

Martinsyde Id (to sanction scheme 
of arrangement—ordered on July 
26, 1921 to stand over generaily) 

Allied Produce Co Id (to sanction 
scheme of arrangement—ordered 
on March 6, 1923 to stand over 
generally) 

Caxton Insce Co ld (to confirm 
alteration of objects—ordered 
on March 15, 1921 to stand over 
generally) 

Universal Automobile Insce Co Id 
(to confirm alteration of objects) 

A Harper Sons & Bean Id (same) 

Ionian Bank Id (same) 

Nelson Bros Id (same) 

Associated Fire Alarms Id & reduced 
(to sanction scheme of arrange- 
ment and confirm reduction of 


Land Co. Id 


Bank ld & 


Skin 


Estates 


capital) 

Wm A Sanday & Co Id & reduced 
(same) 

Appollinaris & Johannis Id & 


reduced (same) 
A Bishop & Co ld (to restore name 
to Register) 


Companies (Winding Up). 
Motions. 


Angel Steamship Co ld (ordered on 
April 13, 1920 to stand over 
generally) 

John Dawson & Co (Newcastle-on- 
Tyne) Id (stand over generally by 
consent) 

S Jacobs & Co ld (ordered on 
March 15, 1921 to stand over 
generally) 

H C Motor Co Id (ordered on July 5, 
1921 to stand over generally) 
Brixton Palladium Id (ordered on 
March 28, 1923 to stand over 
generally—pt hd—retained by 

Mr. Justice Astbury) 

Heron Mill ld 

Westwood Spinning Co Id 

Una Mill Co Id 

Argyll Mill Id 

Mars Mill Id 


Chancery Division. 
Motion for Judgment. 
Short Cause. 


Barclays Bank Id v Direct Fish 
Supplies ld (Companies (Winding 





Up) Registrar) 








THE MIDDLESEX HOSPITAL. 
WHEN CALLED UPON TO ADVISE 48 TO LEGACIES, PLEASE DO NOT 


Ovarms of THE Mippiasex Hosprrrat, 


Whicn URGENTLY Is NEED oF Fuups ror res Humane Worx. 





Adjourned Summonses. 
Companies (Winding Up). 


Vanden Plas (England) Id (on 
proof of Fiat Motors ld—with 
witnesses—parties to apply to 
fix day for hearing—retained by 
Mr Justice Astbury) 


Fairbanks Gold Mining Co ld 
(ordered on July 26, 1921 to 
stand over generally) 

Blisland (Cornwall) China Clay Co 
Id (ordered on Dec 6, 1921 to 
stand over generally) 

Brangwin Clark & Co ld pt hd 
(ordered on June 13, 1922 to stand 
over generally) 

British American Continental Bank 
Id (ordered on Nov 7, 1922 tostand 
over generally) 

James Keiller & Son (Germany) Id 
(s.o. from April 17, 1923 to 
May 29, 1923) 

United Small Arms ld (with wit- 
nesses) (ordered on Jan 17, 1923 
to stand over generally) 

Gardiner Shipbuilding & Engineer- 
ing Co lId—with witnesses— 
ordered on Dec 20, 1922 to stand 
over generally—retained by Mr 
Justice P O Lawrence 

American Motors Id (with witnesses) 

Fredk Rumble Id (with witnesses) 

Coast Development Corpn ld 
(ordered on May I, 1923 to stand 
over generally) 

Marlborough Motor Works ld (with 
witnesses) 

J Lionel Barber & Cold 

French South African Devélopment 
Co ld Partridge v French South 
African Development Co ld (on 
preliminary point—ordered on 
April 2, 1914 to stand over 
generally pending trial of action 
in King’s Bench Division) 

Economic Building Corpn ld (with 
witnesses) 

Tati Co ld & reduced 

Economic Building Corpn ld 


Before Mr Justice Russet. 
Retained Actions. 
Dey v The Rubber & Mercantile 


Corpn Id 
White v White (fixed for June 12) 
Metropolitan Ry Co v South Eastern 
and Chatham Ry Co Managing 
Committee (June 19 for Sargant J) 


Applications under the Trading 
with the Enemy Acts, 1914 to 
1916. 

In re Rheinische Credit Bank 

Application under the Companies 
(Consolidation) Act, 1908 and the 
Trading with the Enemy (Amend- 
ment) Acts, 1916 and 1918. 

Companies (Winding Up). 
Adjourned Summons. 
Hugo Stinnes Id 
Chancery Division. 
Adjourned Summonses. 

In re Osborne’s Settlement Public 
Trustee v Osborne 

Sime v Bullock, Bros & Co ld 
(s.o. till trial of Action) 

In re British Uralite Co (1908) 
Id Coutts & Co v The Company 
(s.0.g. May 11) 

In re F G Best, dec Manfield v 
St. George’s Hospital (s.o.g. 


May 3) 
In re Dunk, dec The London County 
Westminster & Parrs Bank Id’v 


Dunk (s.0.g. May 3) 





In re Elizabeth Elder, dec Coutts 
& Co. v Elder 

In re John Brinton, dec Brinton y 
Preen 

East London Railway Co. v Tran. 
field & ors 

In re The Monitor & Ajax Friction 
Id Sellon v Filmore 

In re C W Cox, dec Public Trusteo 
v Dickinson 


In re Millington, dec . Welsh yv 
Millington 

In re Kendall, dec Kendall y 
Kendall 


In re M W Pope, dec Loosmore v 
Loosmore 


In re Needham, dec Robinson v 


Enderly 

In re Ellen Evans, dec Evans v 
Williams 

In re E Ripley, dec. Ripley v 
Seton 


In re C H Cox’s Settlement Cox v 
Vallance 

In re G@ Watson, dec 
Ashwin 

In re T Baily’s Settlement & In 
re Ann Baily Nalder v Littler 

In re James Ford, dec Govier v 
Govier 

In re Gibson, dec Dixon v Gibson 

In re J P Valetta’s Trust Public 
Trustee v Buhajar 

In re Samuel M Carey, dec Carey v 
Carey 

In re Hobart & Anderson’s Contract 
In re Vendor & Purchaser Act, 
1874 

Higgins v Partridge 

In re Sir‘Fredk Schiff, dec Hender- 
son v Von der Margqitz 

In re Baines Policies 
Baines 

In re Colt-Williams Deed Poll 
Colt- Williams v Theobald 


Perrin v 


Baines v 


In re Klaftenberger, dec Ganz v 
Biggs 

In re Kaufman, dec Jones v 
Kaufman 

In re C Thornton, dec Hirst v 
Addyman 

In re Gastiglione, dec Place v 


Castiglione (restored) 

In re W Williams’ Settlement 
Williams v Evans 

In re Cotesworth, dec Cotesworth v 
Cotesworth ‘ 

In re M J Pickering, dec Taylor v 
Little 

In re A R Jones, dec Handley v 
Jones 

In re T S Brewis, dec Eberhardt v 
Brewis 

Emmott v Attorney-Gen 

In re Griffith Jones Owen v Owen 

In re O P Wethered, dec Wethered 


v Dyer 

In re Sir E F Coates, dec Hawson 
v Coates 

In re Mary Clarke, dec Smith v 
Clarke 

In re Jazreel Pleasants, dec 
Pleasants v Attorney-Gen 

In re J Walton, dec Public Trustee 
v Walton 

In re Kreyer, dec Karuth v Kreyer 

In re Gough, dec Gough v Smith 

In re R_ Whitfield Dunning v 
Whitfield 

In re L R Tanner Crutwell v Tanner 

Aldershot RDC v Aldershot Gas, 
Water and District Lighting Co 

In re C H Taylor & Son ld Beckett 
v The Company 

In re W Tucker, dec Michell v 
Geake 

In re Emma Day, dec Houseman v 
Hopkins ~ 
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Lyons v Ci 
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tte Before Mr. Justice Romer. Falkner v Foster Rowley v Watt Cooke v Cooper 

Retained Adjourned Summons. te a4 - —_—. me PH Gerharty | Walter v Mees 

: andler v Harrison Stubbs v James | Berdi , cae 

Cy In.re Earl of Loudoun, dec Countess | Williams v Amalgamated. Marine Scntiinin o tiation | re rdinando v Humphries 

of — v Mammatt (s.0.g. Workers Union The Fulham & Hampstead Pro- | Crawshaw v Pilbrow 
yn. April 11) In re Gardner’s Settlements Gardner perty Co ld v The Gallite & Rub- | Marriott v Payne 

Causes for Trial. v Townsend ber Manufacturing Co Id (not | Daymond v Daymond 

on (With Witnesses Boussac v Page before July 9) | Tynegate-Smith v Green 

Willi ) eases. ) Edwards v Pearson (restored) (s.0.g. South Coast Land & Resort Co Id v A H Selwyn Id v Baker 

eo illiamson v Inrig & Cutting (so. May 9) | Wagstaff | Shoosmith v Narroway 

until after inspection) Rowley v Mayo — . mena Ti Tk RTIpTOW 

. New York Life Insce Co v Public | Attorney-Gen v Murray | APPEALS AND MOTIONS IN BANKRUPTCY. 
Trustee Hoffman v Cotswold Sanatorium Id | Appeals from County Courts to be heard by a Divisional Court sitting in 

West of England Motor Industries | Jackson v Cohen Bankruptcy, pending May 18th, 1923. 

¥ Id v Hygate & ors (not before Rosenberg v Specterman In re a Debtor (No. 19 of 1915) Expte The Debtor v The Petitioning 
ip June 4) ay Superb Super Cinemas Id v Berkoff Creditor & The Official Receiver (Devonshire, Plymouth & Stonehouse) 
; a . omg oY < —— me ah = | (on Dee. 15, 1919, this appl was ordered to stand over with liberty to 

Austrian roperty fixe or | Edwards v Frampton restore) 

. June 12 (to be heard by Eve, J.) | Durrant v Thompson In re a Debtor (No. 16 of 1922) Expte The Debtor v The Petitioning 

. International Producers Federation Fineman v Leon Creditor and The Official Receiver (Essex, Colchester) 

Id v Forbes Plumbridge v Payne _.. | InreM E Pollard Expte Lloyds Bank Id v The Official Receiver: & M E 

Wallrock v Montague pt hd Brighton & Hove General Gas Co Pollard (Gloucestershire, Bristol). 

y Scholl Manufacturing Co ld v Th Hove Bungalows ld : . : : 

a nS We ud « bles akeanincs, napties M sin Bankruptcy for hearing before the Judge, pending May 18 

Wizard Lightfoot Appliance Co | In re Egerton’s Settlement In re ay 1923 ge, pending May 18th, 
ai apa ; ‘ ' ree ee r ae , 
eer gs na — & ee 4 L —_— dec Egerton v In re Barnett Davis (trading as D Barnett & Co) Expte The Official Receiver 

Vv —* oa ee Ww mone we v Barnett Davis to commit for contempt 

* WS P maa . g EGARIO esarcs LO In re J C Jeffree Expte F S Salaman, the Trustee v G Jeffree & H Burgess 
In I - WED a a M t lI - i ‘en's 8 ttl . Se Inre AF A Smith Expte R Morison v L R Dicksee, the Trustee 

wa yer, dec An re Margaret | 4n re Jordan's setilement vordan | In re I Wisenthal (trading as Maison Lafayette) Expte C H Bull, the 
ss Dyer, dec Sergeant v Ferry pt hd v Jacobs Tress v CD Jeccks : 

D oon a bb a. ~ — In re F § Hill Expte E James, The Trustee v Thomas Frederick Taylor 
on yy mag B 7 Syndicate | E —* Routt 1 Sea Ch: In re A Sarjeant, dec Expte The Official Receiver and Trustee at North- 
lic id Va SRSeeD SyReNe | — & Mote aT se ~ C gg ampton and The Official Receiver and Trustee at Rochester. Special case 

Fitchett v Stones —n » stated by His Honour Judge Parry, Judge of the County Court of Kent 

é Maidstone). 

dd Young v Welton Tattersall v Rendall ( 

t Dutton, Massey ding Cavespect) ure ¥ rete © Seaeaee VALUATIONS FOR INSURANCE.—It is very essential that all Policy Hold hould 
ac ’ ys 7 ll " — 8 very essenti olders shou 
ot Id v Dutton, Massey & Co Id James Wiley & Sons ld v Appleby have s detailed valuation of thcir effects. Property is generally very inadequatel 

, In re George Leonard, dec Vincent | Marshall v Barnes insured, and in case of loss insurers suffer accordingly. DEBENHAM STORR & SON 

v Leonard | Hodgson v Reeve (LIMITED), 26, King Street, Covent Garden, W.0.2, the wel tnewa chattel valuers and 
i toot , Wi -Smi : auctioneers (established over 100 years), have a staff of expert Valuers, and will be glad 
er- Le Maitre mf Higginson In oe F W inton Smith Munt v to advise those desiring valuations for any purpose. Jewels, plate, furs, furniture, 
, Fell & Hill ld v Walton |  Winton-Smith works of art, bric-A-brac a speciality. [ADVT.] 
Vv ——< = = ~ = — a — —— eS ——————— — —<—_—s_—— SS =>=peS=q]lleQ_QGGe___e—eee——— a 
KING’S BENCH DIVISION. | Rojinsky pF age helenae, Comes ai | Englefield v The Bartlett Trust ld (Brentford County Court) 
Poll HILARY SITTINGS, 1923. | Sydney v Clerke (Marylebone County Court) | Herbert v Savage & anr (Lambeth County Court) 
Se | Pond v Barber (Bow County Court) ia Re eerie " . a“, F 
CROWN PAPER. | ‘The Metropolitan Water Board v The Trustees of the United | Currallv De 7+ temas County Court) 
_ For Hearing | Charities of St Leonards, Shoreditch & ors (Clerkenwell we Fae & | ‘aien - , oe ) 
rn . ete a . County Court) | arold v Harris (Marylebone County Court 

The King v Commissioners of Income Tax (expte Shaw) Robert James, Sons & Co v Morgan Baker, Son & Co v Wakefield (Halstead & Colchester County . 

v Cantor & anr v Browne | Bartlett & Son v Maynard (Epsom County Court) Court) 

Bullivant v Theobald Shrager v Dighton «& ors Batelys ld v Wakefield (Halstead & Colchester County Court) 

» Yallop v Yallop Qu Poe | Charlton v Nichol (Carliale County Court) | W = : me Shore Mill Co Id (St. Helens & Widnes County 
3 4 Smith v Lloyd (Birkenhe: Jounty Court) Jour 

For Argument. Lambert & Krzysiak Id v British Commercial Overseas Cold | Westward Fisheries & Transport Co Id v British Tanker 
Vv American Trading Co v Hardie, Milroy & Co ld | Wignall v Hulme (Blackburn County Court) Co Id (Falmouth County Court) 

Same v Bloch & Klein | B Lipton Id v Bell (Newcastle-upon-Tyne County Court) | Adams & ors v Garratt (W estminster County Court) 

Appleby v James (Lambeth County Court) | South London & Streatham Estates Id v Ashton & anr Girardon v London & Provincial Motor Transport Co Id 
ent France v Lucas (Dewsbury County Court) |  (Grampus Armament Co ld Clmts) ‘age _ (Westminster County Court) } 

sioupetien it v Bass, Walker & Co Ratio Comephews ld v. Dawson (Mayors & City of London | (¢ ray Abdul Ishmail Hamira ld (Whitechapel County 
hv le v Wallis — whi , , | wright 7 & -C -C . 

Clements v Pilbrow (Marylebone County Court) Scott v Pattison (South Shields County Court) Wright v Shorthose, Lee & Co ld (Dudley County Court) 

Galestin v Corrie MecOoll & Son Id Cheshire County Council v Hopley (Chester County Court) c A Vandervell & Co Id v Clifford Motor Co Id & ors 
rv locke v Tabbs (Portsmouth County Court) Seal v Rose Coenen lee Court) : = __ —— ion (Wheat Supplies) v E Hardy & Co 

y © bell & ors (Brompton County Court Owners, Master & Crew of ss “ Saranac” v Board of Trade (London) ke 

Mathews 7 abe Set nan po Court) , | Minski v Travers ld (Newcastle-upon-Tyne County Court) | Keeves v Dean (Croydon County Court) 
po Salter v Lask (Whitechapel County Court) | Hassell v Masters (Bath County Court) Hall & ors v Padley & anr ° 

lask v Cohen & anr (Whitechapel County Court) Searle & anr v Alexander (West London County Court) | Lowdell v L C C & anr (Bow County Court) 

ywi v Fox, Roy & Co ld & anr (Plymouth County | G Holland & Sons v Lambert (Westminster County Court) | Glass v Merrick & anr (Birmingham County Court) 
t Vv Haywood ’ y y 3 ; 
Court) | Grey v Grossmith (Westminster County Court) Barton v Smithers & Hoyle (Preston County Court) 

Lyons v City Life Assce Co ld (Blackpool County Court) | Berton v Sparks & ors Nunn v Pellegrini (Ipswich County Court) 

n 
e 
dec °9 9 
ket Elie es eS baiatkedianenttenthteiianigameaanamaieae 
stee . 9 | 
Pare | Fire, Burglary, Loss of Profit, Employers’ | 
yer conaucting + ° ° . my he 
b | Fidelity, Glass, Motor, Public Liability, etc. 
a J 
ner _ i 
jas LICENSE SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 
’ 
Co INSURANCE. Suitable Clauses for Insertion in Leases and Mortgages of Licensed Property settled by 
uot Counsel will be sent on application. 
l v FOR FURTHER 
inroRMATION write: V4, 26 & 28, MOORGATE, E.C.2. 
mv j 
, i aeeeeensiinaliennin “ 
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Koski v Hudson (The Officer’s Association (Auxiliary) ld 
clmts) (Rochester County Court) 

Anchor Film Co Id v Feldman (Bow County Court) 

In re Estate of John Williams, dec (Williams v Williams 
and ors) (Carmarthen County Court) 

American Trading Co ld v Hardie, Milroy & Co (London) ld 

Schmoll Fils & Co (Inc) v Scriven Bros & Co 

———_ v Mid-Glamorgan Water Board (Bridgend County 

Jourt) 

Riddett & anr v Kennedy & anr (Newport & Ryde County 

Court) 


SPECIAL PAPER. 


James Blackledge & Sons ld v London, Liverpool & Globe 
Insce Co Id 

Same v Same 

W Weddel & Co Id v Board of Trade 

Thomas v McGillicuddy & Wife 

Same v Same 

Owners of ss “ Zora” v Watson & Youell 

H A Brightman & Co v Bunge y Born Limitada, &c 

Same v Same 

Barnardino Correa ld v William Porter & Co 


Winding-up Notices. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANTES. 


LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


CREDITORS MUST SEND IN THEIR CLAIMS TO THE 
atten > AS NAMED ON OR BEFORE 
THE DATE MENTIONED. 


London Gazetie.—TUESDAY, May 22. 


R. C. Cretuis Lrp. June 30. Frank Beattie, 3, York-st., 
Manchester. 


Curr'e, 


Harry 


George SNow Lrp. June 26. 
Frederick W. Allen, 7 & 8, 
Southampton-row, W.C.1. 
London Gazette. —FRIDAY, May 25 
 * 7 
W. F. Nicnoitson & Sons, Lrp. June 30. Sects Wilkins, 


THE Moriuy Corron Sprnnine Co. Lrp. July 7. Mr. Ayrton 
Booth, Texas Mills, Morley. 
Norman Kidger, 9, Clegg-st., 
Oldham. 
T. J. Durrretp Lrp. 1 12. 
Railway-a h,5.E 
GornorrEs LTD. May $i. Frederic 8. Jackson, 11-13, 
CENTRAL CATERING Co. Ltp. May 31. Frederic 8. Jackson, 
11-13, Southampton-row, W.C.1 
CHARLES HiLierR & Co. Lrp. June 4. Wm. G. T. Derwent, 
72, King-st., Hammersmith, W.6. 
Wats Storr & Oo. Lrp. June 30. William R. 
22, Cooper-st., Manchester. 
ANGLO-CANADIAN’ Finance Co. Ltd. 
Barker, Bush-lane House, Bush-lane, E.C 
52, Coleman-st., E.C.2. 
ROAD TRANSPORT CLEARING Houses Ltp. Junell. Graham 
G. P. Goldney, 7 & 8, Railway-approach, London Bridge, 
8.E.1. 


London Gazete.—TUESDAY, May 29 


Hayton, Fuser & Co. Lrp. July 10. Arthur 8. Mitchell, 
64, Great Tower-st., E.C.3. 
Cigee@ Founpry Co. Lrp. June 
Barclays Bank-chmbrs., Keighley. 
New Pvusiic Press Lrp. June 30. G. 
97, Mortimer-st., W.1. 
B, SCULTHORP & gon Lrp. 
40, Holborn-viaduct, E.( 
H. & J. Beacu Lrp. 
Messrs. Kimberley, 
Birmingham. 
RaveENscouRT MOTOR AND ENGINEERING Wwouns Lrp. 
uly 5. Charles Latham, 15, Eastcheap, E.C. 
Normac WaTERPROOF Co. Ltp. June 9. Fred H. Fish, 
10, Dale-st., Liverpool. 


Stanley Laycock, 


D. 


15. 
Haynes, 
June 4. Ashcroft, 


June 30. Ernest W. Asbury, c/o 
Morrison & Co., 55, Temple-row, 


Gordon A. 





Resolutions for Winding-up 
Voluntarily. 


London Gazetle.—TURBSDAY, May 22 


The Mines Exploration Co. Alexander Bell Ltd. 
(Wales) Lu The Blackball Coal Co. 
Sampson's Stores Ltd. R. C. Crellin Ltd. 
W. Blackburn (Kew) Ltd. The Chichester Electric Light 
G. E. Wheeler, Sons & Grove and Power Co. Ltd 
Ltd. Knottingley Picture Palace 
The National Institute of Ltd 


Trichologists (London) Ltd. 
—— Repairing & Supply 
Co. 
A. T. '~s Ltd. 
The Fowey Coaling & Ship 
Repairing Co. Ltd. 
Vectis Steam Fishing Co. Ltd. 
Wisbech Fruit Co. Ltd. 


Ltd. 


London & Liverpool Bank of 
Commerce lia 

George Snow Ltd. 

The Club & Institute Co- 
— Wholesale Supply 


Seagull Motors Ltd. 
The United Services Club 
(Fenton) Ltd. 


London Gazette .— 
Kola Trading Syndicate Ltd. 
The “ Fountain” Puncture- 

Proof Fitment Co. Ltd. 
W. Severn & Co. Ltd. 

3 ery Valiora Ltd. 
T Rigby & Co. Ltd. 
British Mercantile & Trading 

so. (F Ltd 


The 


-Fripay, May 25. 

Battiscombe & Harris Ltd. 

The Halifax and District 
Coal Supply Association 


Ltd. 

= & Foreign Agency 
Ltd. 

De Sefi Ltd. 

Matson Harold Ltd. 

is > aes Wales Manure Co. 


Kineto Ltd. 


” National 


‘rance) 
Colombian 
Railway Co. L' 

Colwyn Bay Haulage Co. Ltd. 








Ome Cantabrica di Navigacion v Anglo-American Oil 
Co 


Owners of ss “ Alexandria” v Furness, Withy & Co Id 
Keeling v Pearl Assce Co ld 
Compagnie Generale de L’Afrique Francaise v Robert O. 
Weiner & Co Id 
Newman v Eisenmann 
The French Government v Sanday & Co 
MOTION FOR JUDGMENT. 
Everett v Griffiths 


REVENUE PAPER. 


English Information. 
Attorney-General and Moses Shepherd 
Attorney-General and Roger Chariton Parr & ors 
Attorney-General and Dame Ethel Maud Pearson & ors 
English Information (Exceptions to Answer). 
Attorney-General and Les Galeries Universelles Co ld & ors 





June 2, 1923 


Cases Stated. 

The Plymouth Mutual _o_ and Industrial Soc Id and 
The Commrs of Inland 

Mark Bromet and James Reith (Surveyor of — 

Reinachs, Nephew & Co and ee La ed Revenue 

The Commrs of Inland Revenue ya ld 

Executors of the Will of fo Inte Edward Asher Cohan and 


win Commrs of Inland 
Eccott (I of Tases) ond Aramayo Francke Mines 
Avelino Aramayo & Co and W Ogston ee of Taxes) 


“i (in liquidat: 
Death oy George Har! of Wi 
In the Matter of Arthur Cesege oe wilton, dec 
In the Matter of John William A’ 


it, dec 
( Consolidation) Act, 1910. 
of Inland Revenue (In re “ The 


The Lion Brewery (Winchester) ld and Cups of Inland 
Revenue (In re “ The Duke of Edinburgh,” Winchester) 
wi rs Id and Commrs of Inland ay (In re “ The 

nsel Arms” Public House, Oxford Street, Swansea) 








Vincent Steam Fishing Co, The Russell ~ eo Appli- 
Ltd. 


ances Co. 
British and Argentine Meat Robert Park & Co. Ltd. 
Co. Ltd. Torquay & South Devon Coal 
Daniel Clifton & Co. Ltd. Co. Ltd. 


rte 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, May 29. 


British Roofing Co. Ltd. 8. & J. H. Holgate Ltd. 
John Abrahams Ltd. Johnson, Taylor & Co. Ltd. 
Price, Pryse & Co. Ltd. Black Sea Timber Co. Ltd. 
Hatton Shaw & Co. (Irthling- Hayton, Fleet & Co. Ltd. 
borough) Ltd. International Sete Ltd. 
Victor Typewriter Co. (Great — Bead Co. Ltd. 
Britain) Ltd. Normac Waterproof Co. Ltd. 
The Picture House (Sutton Kestell Steamship Co. Ltd. 


Coldfield) Ltd. — Ex-Service Men’s Club 








Bankruptcy Notices. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 
London Gazetle.—TUESDAY, May 22. 
ATKIN, Herpert W., South Cave, Yorks., oe. 


Kingston-upon-Hull. Pet. May 17. Ord. “= 
BARTON, Isaac, 5 ~~ sa Lancs., Farmer. igan. Pet. 


May 17. Ord. May 17 

Borck, Matruias, New ‘Hibernia-chmbrs., London Bridge, 
Provision Merchant. High Court. Pet. April 24. Ord. 
May 14. 

BRADFIELD, LEONARD B., Burnham-on-Sea, Corn and Seed 
Factor. Bridgwater. Pet. May 17. Ord. May 17. 

CROMPTON, SYDNEY ~ Claph Wi th. Pet. 
April 19. Ord, May 

GRANT, ARTHUR W., "Lexham-gardens. High Court. Pet. 
April 12. Ord. Ma 

HALLIDAY, JOSEPH, arrogate, Butcher. 
May 17. Ord. May 17 | 

HOWELL, MISSOURI, lddlesbrough, General Dealer, Middles- 
brough Pet. May 16. Ord. May 16. 

JOHNSON, FREDERICK C., Boston, Lincs., Cinema Proprietor. 


Boston. Pet. May 16. Ord. May 16. 
RAMSBOTTOM, WILLIAM, Blackpool, Baker. Blackpool. Pet. 
— Furnisher. 


April 25. Ord. May 16. 

SHEPPARD, ARTHUR, 
Pet. May 3. Ord. om Ae 

THOMASSON , GEORGE F. endleton, General Carrier. Oldham. 
Pet. May 16. Ord. May 16. 

WALTHO, FRANK P., Wolverhampton, Sane Director. 
Wolverhampton. Pet. April 18. Ord. May 17 

WaLtHo, Gsorce J., Wolverhampton, Company Director. 
Wolverhampton. Pet. April 18. Ord. May 17. 

WEIGH, SAMUEL, Hawarden, Flint, soe Contractor. 
Chester. Pet. May 17. Ord. May 1 


London Gazette.—FripaT, May 25 


BALL Gon Shaw, Minder. Oldham. Pet. May 19. 
Ord. May 19. 

BARRETT, ISAAC, Farnworth, or. Bolton, Wholesale and | 
Retail Confectioner. Boltor. Pet. May 18. Ord.Mayis. | 

Baxter Ropert, Southport, Cab Proprietor. Liverpool. 
Pet. May 18. Ord. May 18. 

BerTraM TAYLOR & Co., _Fenchurch-st. High Court. Pet. 
March 2. Ord. May 22 

BowpitcH, EvrTycaus 3 Yeovil, Stationer. Yeovil. 

t, Cardiff, Fruiterer. 





Harrogate. Tet. 


Plymouth. 


Pet. May 22. Ord. May 22. 
Rowen, Tuomas E., & 
Pet. May 17. Ord. May 17. 
BRAYSHAW, ISAAC, Belthorn, nr. ame, Farmer. Black- 
burn. Pet. May 19. Ord. May 
Baipess & Co. F. B., Fenchurch. Bidgs. High Court. 
Pet. April 23. Ord. = 
Brows, THomas H., oodville, Derby, Ironmonger. 
Burton-on-Trent. Pet. May 19. Ord. May ig. | 
CARRUTHERS, THOMAS, Aspatria, Cumberland, Blacksmith. | 
Carlisle. Pet.May 18. Ord. May 18. | 
CHARNLEY, WILLIAM H., ~_ Lancs., 
Sigh Court. Pet. 


Cardiff. 


Farmer. 
Preston. Pet. May 18. Ord. May 
Cumminc, Beatrice, South Auiley-st_ 
Feb. 23. Ord. April 17. | 
Cuspgen, Jusiorn (a Firm), 21, John-st., W.C., Advertising 

Agents. High Court. Pet. March 29. Ord. May 15. 
Davies, ALFRED, Lianwnog, Farmer. Newtown. Pet. 
May 23. Ord. May 23. 
Dy Seen, See, Wardour-st. High Court. Pet. April 21. 
rr ay 22. 
FreNoHu, JOHN M., Blackhill, Durham, Grocer. Newcastle- | 
upon-Tyne. Pet. April 30. Ord. May 15. \ 


| JENKINS, 


| MANDEVILLE, 


| MANPEVILLE, WALTER, es Winchester-st. 


SULLIVAN, 


GOLDBERG, JACK, Stoke Newington-rd., Leather Sew 
facturer. High Court. Pet. April27. Ord. May 23 


| GREGORY, HARRY, Macclesfield, Tobacconist. Macclesfield. 


Pet. May 23. Ord. May 
GRIFFITHS, JOHN, and Seite ARTHUR O., Oswestry 
CornMerchants. Wrexham. Pet. May 18. Ord. May 18. 
ELLEN, Canonbury, Contractor. High Court 
Pet. March 19. Ord. May 23. 
HaRLOw, CHARLES J., ——. Fish Salesman. 
Pet. May 1. Ord. May 18 


HALLS. 
Bedford, 


| Hopss, Epwin V., Marden. Kent, ow Surgeon. 


Maidstone. Pet. May 2. Ord. May 18. 

Hopeson, WILLIAM, Monkseaton, Commercial Traveller, 
Newcastle-upon- Tyne. Pet. April 30. Ord. May 15. 
HOWELL, ALFRED, 7 Y Cycle Dealer. Guildford. 
Pet. May 22. Ord. May 22. 
FREDERICK W. Be ‘ave-rd., Pimlico. High 
Pet. March 20. Ord “fay 16 " 

Kirk, JoHN W., Herne Hill. 


— Ay Pet. May 1. 
Ord. May 23. o - os 


Limp, ALLEN O. M., and LimsB, NORMAN W., Beeston, Lace 
| Nottingham. Pet. May 19. Ord, 
ay 

Lowk, James W., Middlesbrough, "1 Victualler. 
Middlesbrough. Pet. May 18. Ord. May 

MANDRVILLE, ALEXICS L., Great Winchester -st. High 

Court. Pet. —_ 19. Ord. May 16 

ENRY, South- ‘ h Court. Pet. 
April 24. Ord. May 16. _ ” ¥ 

High Court. 


Pet. April 19. Ord. May 


| MARFLEET, Georce H., Great ssunsty, Grocer. Great 


Grimsby. Pet. May 23. Ord. May 
MARTIN, LEONARD C., Highelifflesn-Sea, Hants. High 
Court. Pet. March 29, Ord. May 16. 

MepcaLF, WILLIAM C., Clophill, 
Bedford. Pet. May 8. Ord. Ma: 
NABARRO, FREDERICK 8., a Brush Manufacturer. 

Norwich. Pet. April 23. Ord. May 14. 
NETHERTON, ALFRED B., Bridge-st., Bow, Publican. High 
23. 
High Court. 


Ord. May 
Engineer. 


y 
ye. Ampthill, Farmer. 


N orfolk, Grocer. 


PEASE, WILLIAM H., Norfolk-st., 
Pet. March 20. Ord. Ma 
Pirrwoop, SYDNEY G., St. .. Cornwall, Boot Dealer. 
Truro. Pet. May 22. Ord. May 23. 

Prick, Davip, Pontardawe, Glam., Grocer. Neath. Pet 
mi 9. Ord. May 18. 

CE, GEORGE, at - Coal Miner. Tredegar. Pet. 
May 16. Ord. May i 
REEVE, JOHN, Lye, Norwich. Pet. 
May 19. Ord. Ma: ay 1 

Roperts, ELias, India-st. “| Solicitor. High Court. 
Pet. April 12. Ord. May 18 

SLATER, Tuomas G., Manchester, Electrical Engineer. 
Manchester. Pet. May 18. Ord. May 18. 

WILLIAM, Regent’s Park-rd., Motor Garage 
Proprietor. High Court. Pet. April13. Ord. May 17. 
TENNISWOOD, HENRY, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Clerk. New- 

castle-upon-Tyne. ‘Pet. May 17. Ord. May 17. 
| Watson, Joun , Coppenhall, nr. Crewe, Fruiterer. Nantwich. 
Pet. May 23. Ord. May 23. 





LAW ASSOCIATION 


For 











